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PEACTICE    REPOETS. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

James  Lament,  Survivor,   &c.,  Respondents,  agt.  Isaac  T. 

Haight  and  others,  &c.,  Appellants. 

Where  tihighway  commissioner  has  received  notice  of  the  unsafe  chamcter 
of  a  bridge  in  hie  town,  a  year  before  an  alleged  injury  has  been  snstaiued  by 
reason  of  its  defects,  and  has  negligently  omitted  to  canpe  it  to  be  repaired,  snch 
commiwumer  is  gnilty  of  a  wrong  rendering  him  liable  iora^  its  consequences  to 
those  who  might  be  injnred  by  it. 

It  is  the  commissioner's  wrong  exclusively,  and  not  that  of  his  successors  in  ofScOr 
and  he  may  be  sued  for  it  as  a  hiere  individaal,  relying  upon  his  official  obligate 
lion  to  establish  the  duty  he  has  violated. 

Snch  a  case  is,  therefore,  not  one  where  the  action  could  be  continwd  against  hi$ 
snecessor  in  o^^ice. 

If  the  requisite  notice  has  been  given  the  commissioner,  and  he  has  funds,  or  could 
by  reasonable  official  diligence  have  procured  them,  or  ^ithont  them  could  have 
caused  the  bridge  to  be  repaired  on  the  credit  of  the  town,  he '  is  bound  to 
have  the  repairs  made,  and  a  failure  to  do  so,  resulting  in  an  injury  to 
another,  will  render  him  liable  to  an  action. 

Bot  tbe  commissioner  is  not  bound  to  make  nse  of  his  own  personal  exertions  to 
repair  the  bridge  himself,  or  so  far  guard  it  by  means  of  admonitions  to  the 
persons  using  it,  as  would  inform  them  of  its  condition  in  order  to  protect 
himself  against  liabilaity    for  injuries    which    might  be  otherwise    occasioned. 

General  term,  third  department* 

September,  1872. 

Before  Daniels,  Parkeb  and  Platt  Potter,    JJ. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a«  judgment  recovered  upon  a 
rerdict  and  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
made  upon  the  minutes  of  the  justice  holding  the  circuit. 
Vol..  XUV.    .  1 


2       NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Lameut  agt,  Haight 

Gaul  &  EssELSTYN/or  Appellants, 

Beale  &  Benton  and  Andrews  for  JRespondenU 

DanieTvS,  J.  This  action  was  brought  originally  against 
Bernice  B.  Smith,  as  commissioner  of  highways,  of  the 
town  of  New  Lebanon,  and  it  has  since  been  continued 
against  his  successors  in  office.  The  demand  made  by  the 
plaintiff  was  for  damages  occasioned  to  a  horse  by  reason 
of  an  injury  created  by  passing  his  leg  down  a  hole  in  a 
defective  bridge,  on  one  of  the  public  highways  of  the 
town.  It  was  claimed  that  the  highway  commissioner  had 
received  notice  of  the  unsafe  character  of  the  bridge,  the 
year  before  the  injury  was  sustained,  and  that  he  had 
negligently  omitted  to  cause  it  to  be  repaired. 

If  such  was  the  fact,  as  the  evidence  tended  to  prove  it 
was,  then  the  delinquent  commissioner  was  guilty  of  a 
wrong,  rendering  him  liable  for  all  its  consequences  to  those 
who  might  be  injured  by  means  of  it.  It  was  his  wrong 
exclusively,  and  not  that  of  his  successors  in  office,  and  he 
might  have  been  sued  for  it  as  a  mere  individual,  relying 
upon  his  official  obligation  to  establish  the  duty  he  had 
violated.  It  was  not  a  case,  therefore,  where  the  action 
could  be  continued  against  his  successor  in  office,  for  that 
right  is  limited  to  those  cases  when  a  contract  has  been 
entered  into,  or  a  liability  may  have  been  incurred,  in  behalf 
of  the  town,  within  the  scope  of  the  officer's  authority.  (3 
E.S.  5thed.y  775,  §  111.) 

If  the  liability  relied  upon,  existed  at  all,  it  was  not 
incurred  on  behalf  of  the  town  by  the  commissioner, 
neither  was  it  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  for  no 
authority  was  any  where  conferred  upon  him  to  involve  the 
town  in  liability,  on  account ,  of  his  negligent  omission  of 
duty. 

Such  liability  would  invert  the  established  principle  of 
law,  requiring  a  subordinate  wrong-doer  to  indemnify  his 
superior  against  the  consequences  of  his  wrong.     The  case 
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was  not  one,  therefore,  which  could  be  continued  against  his 
successors  in  office,  and  in  that  manner  made  a  charge  upon 
the  town  whose  officer  he  was.  It  is  only  where  the  con- 
tract has  been  made,  or  the  liability  has  been  incurred 
within  the  scope  of  the  officer's  authority,  that  such  a 
consequence  was  designed  to  follow.  And  in  those  cases  it 
would  be  entirely  just  and  proper. 

But  to  apply  to  the  protection  of  a  public  officer  for  the 
purpose  of  indemnifying  him  against  the  result  of  the  viola- 
tion of  a  plain  statutory  duty,  would  be  directly  injurious 
to  all  public  and  private  interests,  dependent  upon  the 
faithful  discharge  of  his  official  obligations,  and  it  would 
operate  as  a  direct  encouragement  to  official  delinquency 
since  it  would  protect  the  negligent  wrong-doer  from  all  the 
legal  consequences  of  his  wrong.  That,  certainly,  could 
not  have  been  designed  by  the  authority  enacting  the  law. 
The  policy  of  the  law,  on  the  contrary,  is  to  require,  as  well 
as  induce,  public  officers  for  their  own  protection,  faithfully 
to  discharge  the  duties  and  obligations  imposed  upon  them, 
and  experience  demonstrates  the  necessity  of  rendering  this 
policy  as  stringent  as  circumstances  may  indicate  to  be 
practicable. 

The  evidence  given  upon  the  trial  tended  very  strongly 
to  show  that  the  commissioner  had  notice  of  the  defective 
condition  of  the  bridge  in  the  year  1863,  while  the  injury 
complained  of  did  not  occur  until  June,  1864.  If  the  jury 
believed  that  he  had  notice  at  that  time,  then  by  availing 
himself  of  the  power  given  him  by  statute  he  could  have 
secured  the  funds  required  to  repair  the  bridge,  and  had  the 
repairs  made  belore  the  time  when  the  injury  happened. 
For  the  statute  made  it  his  imperative  duty  to  deliver  to  the 
supervisor  of  his  town,  a  statement  of  the  improvements 
necessary  to  be  made  on  the  roads  and  bridges  of  the  town, 
together  with  the  probable  expense  thereof,  and  that,  it 
required  the  Supervisor  to  lay  before  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors at  their  next  meeting,  and  the  Board  was  then  to 
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cause  the  amount  to  be  assessed  upon  and  collected  in  the 
town,  (3d  E.  S.  5th  ed.  382,  <^  4.)  If  the  amount  pre- 
scribed by  this  section  would  in  hia  opinion  prove  insufficient  he 
was  empowered  to  apply  in  open  town  meeting  for  a  vote 
increasing  its  amount.  But  no  reason  exists  for  supposing 
that  the  amount,  within  the  absolute  power  of ihe  commis- 
sioner, would  have  proved  insufficient,  for  that  gives  him  the 
right  to  require  one  hundred  dollars  more  than  the  board 
provided  should  be  raised,  which  would  have  been  more 
than  sufficient  to  repair  this  bridge. 

The  commissioner  had  complete  authority  for  procuring 
all  the  money  required  to  put  the  bridge  in  a  safe  and 
proper  condition,  and  if  he  had  the  notice,  which  the  evidence 
tended  to  establish,  in  time  to  enable  him  to  bring  the  sub- 
ject before  the  supervisors,  he  violated  his  duty  in  omitting 
to  do  so,  and  he  cannot  rely  upon  that  violation  as  a  shield 
to  protect  himself  from  liability  iu  this  case.  If  he  did  not 
have  the  means  to  make  the  repairs,  assuming  he  had  the 
previous  notice,  it  was  his  own  fault,  of  which  he  cannot 
take  the  advantage  {Robinson  agt.  Chamberlain,  34  N.  Y.y 
3S9,  395  ;  Hover  agt.  Barhhoof,  44  N.  F.,  113). 

In  the  last  case  the  defendants  were  held  liable  on  the 
exclusive  gi^und  that  they  had  tho  power  under  a  special 
act  of  the  legislature  to  borrow  the  money  to  repair  the 
bridge,  and  omitted  to  exercise  it. 

This  bridge  had  become  damaged  by  use,  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  town  auditors  it  might  have  been  repaired 
upon  the  credit  of  the  town  (  2d  R.  S.j  6th  Ed.  44,  ^  179, 
ISO.)  and  it  was  the  commissioner's  duty  to  have  endeavored 
to  have  the  repaira  made  under  that  authority  if  for  any  rea- 
son the  omission  of  the  duty  imposed  by  the  other  provision 
could  have  been  excused.  For  although  the  language  of 
the  section  last  referred  to  js  simply  permissive,  as  it  related 
to  a  duty  which  the  public  interests  and  the  safety  of  its 
members  required  to  be  performed,  it  was  in  legal  effect  pe- 
remptory in   its  nature.     {Hntson   agt.  Mayors   &c.,  5  Seld. 
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163.)  It  is  no  answer  to  the  omission  to  perform  this  duty, 
that  the  town  auditors  might  have  withheld  their  consent, 
for  that  would  have  been  a  violation  of  their  official  duties  if 
the  safety  of  the  public  required  the  bridge  to  be  repaired, 
and  that,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  they  would  have  been 
guilty  of.  The  obligation  was  in  plain  terms  imposed  upon 
the  commissioner  to  cause  the  bridges  over  streams  intersect- 
ing highways  to  be  kept  in  repair,  and  it  was  his  duty  to 
avail  himself  of  the  means  the  law  placed  at  his  command  to 
secure  that  end  (2d.  iJ,  S.^  5th  ed.,-  381,  §  1,  sub.  4)  and  if  by 
neglecting  to  do  so.  the  plaintilT's  property  was  injured,  the 
commissioner  ought  to  be  held  liable  for  the  consequences. 

If  the  notice  was  given  him,  and  he  had  funds,  or  could 
by  reasonable  official  diligence  have  procured  them,  or,  with- 
out them,  could  have  caused  the  bridge  to  be  repaired  on  the 
credit  of  the  town,  he  was  bound  to  have  the  repairs  made, 
and  a  failure  to  do  so,  resulting  in  an  injury  to  another; 
would  render  him  liable  to  an   action. 

But  this  case  was  not  submitted  to  the  jury  under  that 
principle.     The  court  went  further,  and  held^that  the    com- 
missioner would  be  liable  if  the  bridge   might  have  been  re- 
paired by  a  little  personal  labor  and  superintendence  on  the 
part  of  the  officer,  even  though  he  had  no  funds,  or  the  means 
of  procuring  them  for  the  purpose  of  causing  that  to  be  done. 
In  effect,  that  he  was  bound  to  make  use  of  his  own  per- 
sonal exertions  to  repair  the  bridge  himself,  or  so  far  guard 
it  by  means  of  admonitions  to  the  persons  using  it  as  would 
inform  them  of    its    condition  in  order  to    protect    himself 
against  liability  for  injuries  which   might  be  otherwise  occa- 
sioned.    This  was  the  substance  of  the  proposition  on  this 
part  of  the  case  as  it  was  submitted  to  the  jury.     No  au- 
thority can  be  found  so  far  extending  the  liability  of  the 
commissioner.     And  as  his  duties  are  prescribed  by  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state,   and   this  is   not  found   among  them,  this 
portion  of  the  charge  gave  the  jury  an  erroneous  view  of  the 
law  applicable  to  the  case.      For  this  reason,  as  weU  as  the 


NEW  TOEK  PRACTICE  REPORTS 


Lament  a^  Haight. 


substitution  of  the  defaulting  commissioner's  successoi's  in 
office^  a  new  trial  should  be  ordered.  The  judgment  and  the 
order  denying  a  new  trial  should  be  set  aside^  and  a  new  trial 
ordered  after  vacating  the  orders  substituting  the  successors 
in  office  of  the  commissioner  originally  made  the  defendant, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event 
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COURT  OF    APPEALS. 
Peter  D.  Kenny,  respondent,  agt  Adin  I.  Hinds,  appellant 

An  action  was  bronght  in  this  ease  by  the  assignee  npon  a  paper,  of  which  a  copr 
is  as  follows :  **Bocbester,  February  28, 1861,  Please  pay  to  Jacob  Hinds  or  order, 
$400,  from  the  proceeds  of  Leonard  &  Ives*  bond,  and  charge  the  same  to  the 
account  of,  yours,  &c,  Adin  J.  Hini>s.  To  Chas.  H.  Stewart,  Esq.,  Counsellor, 
&C.,  New  York."  "  Accepted,  payable  as  soon  as  this  amount  is  collected,  accm- 
ing  to  drawer.    Chas.  H.  Stewart."    Indorsed  npon  its  Aiee,  *' Jacob  Hjitds." 

Bdi^  that  this  paper  was  not  a  draft,  nor  was  it  negotiable.  No  title  to  it,  or  any 
indebtedness  for  which  it  may  have  been  given,  passed  to  the  assignee  by  the 
mere  indorsement  of  it.  By  its  express  terms  it  was  made  pa/able  from  an  an- 
ticipated, specific  fund,  not  then  in  existence,  and  its  future  existence  contingent. 

As  the  indorsement  to  the  plaintiff  was  all  which  he  showed  as  proof  of  his  owner- 
ship of  it,  and  of  any  daim  against  the  defendant,  he  failed  to  make  out  a  ease. 

February  1871. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  upon  an  inatrument 
in  writing  as  follows:  "Rochester,  February  28, 1861,  Please 
pay  to  Jacob  Hinds  or  arder  $400,  from  the  proceeds  of  Leon- 
ard &  Ives  bond,  and  charge  the  same  to  the  account  of, 
yours,  4c.,  Adin  J.  Hinds.     To  Charles  H.  Stewart,  Esq., 
Counsellor,  &c..  New  York.''     Indorsed  ''Jacob   Hinds.'* 
Indorsed  also  as  follows:  '^  Accepted,  payable  as  soon  as  this 
amount  is  collected  accruing  to  drawer,  Chas.  H.  Stewart,'* 
The  action  was  tried  before  Justice  E.   Darwin  SMrni,  at 
the  New  York  circuit  in  November,  1867,  and  a  verdict  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff.     The  defendant  appealed  to  the  gen- 
eral term  of  the  supreme  court  and,  on  argument,  the  judg- 
fiaent  was  affirmed  at  the  June  term^  1869,  Justice  Clerkb 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals. 
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George'  Miller,  for  appellanL 
T.  C.  Cronin,  for  respondent. 

Folger,  J. — To  sustaiti  the  conclusion  of  law  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  made  .by  the  judge  at  special  term,  it  needed 
that  he  find,  in  the  plaintifl's  favor,  two  questions  of  fact. 

1st.  That  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  Jacob  Hin^s 
at  the  time  the  instrument  in  writing  was  made  and  .  deliv- 
ered in  the  amount  expressed  therein. 

2d.  That  Jacob  Hinds  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  the  in- 
strument in  writing,  and  indebtedness,  if  any  there  was,  for 
which  it  was  given. 

The  learned  judge  did  find  these  two  facts.  But  if  it 
should  appear  that  he  found  them  without  there  being  any 
evidence  to  sustain  them,  or  either  of  them,  there  was  error. 

The  first  of  these  findings  of  fact  may,  perhaps,  b^  based 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings. 

The  complaint  avers  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
Jacob  Hinds  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  writing  in  the 
sum  named  in  it. 

The  answer  does  not  with  entire  explicitness  deny  this 
averment. 

As  we  shall  hold  that  thisre  is  no  evidence  to  sustain  the 
other  finding  of  fact,  it  is  not  important  that  we  decide 
Avhether  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  will  sustain  this. 

The  second  of  these  findings  of  fact,  is  entirely  without 
evidence  to  sustain  it.  It  was  put  by  the  learned  judge  at 
special  term,  upon  the  instrument  in  writing  and  the  indorse- 
ment of  it  to  the  plaintiff.  There  is  nothing  else  in  the  case 
upon  which  it  could  have  been  put ;  were  the  instrument 
made  by  the  defendant  a  draft  or  bill  of  exchange,  we  should 
acquiesce  in  the  finding.     But  it  is  not. 

It  is,  by  its  express  terms,  payable  from  an  anticipated  spe- 
cific fund,  not  then  in  existence,  and  its  future  existence  con- 
tingent. 

It  expresses  no  consideration.     It  was  so  accepted  that  the 
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payment  of  it,  by  the  one  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  de- 
pended upon  the  future  collection  of  the  amount  for  the 
drawer. 

Such  a  paper  is  not  a  draft,  nor  is  it  negotiable.  No 
title  to  it,  or  to  any  indebtedness  for  which  it  may  have 
been  given,  passes  to  the  assignee  by  the  mere  indorsement 
of  it  (3  Kenfs  Cotn.y  90  (  margin.  76),  note;  Edwards  on 
NoteSy  141 ;  Brown  agt.  Eichardson,  20  N.  T.,  472  ;  1 
Farsons  on  BillSj  d^c.j  42,  et  seq.) 

As  the  indorsement  of  this  paper  to  the  plaintiff  was  all 
which  he  showed  as  proof  of  his  ownership  of  it  and  of 
any  claim  against  the  defendant,  he  failed  to  make  out  a  case. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT- 

James  Rowe,  plaintiff  and  appellant  agt.  Salmon  S.   Ste- 
vens, defendant  and  respondent. 

In  an  acdon  to  recover  a  lroher*i  commssion  on  a  sale  of  real  estate,  npon  the  trial 
before  the  ooort  and  a  jorj,  eyidence  was^introdaced  bj  both  parties,  and  at  the 
close  of  snob  evidence,  defendant's  counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on 
the  ground  that  a  broker  cannot  take  a  commission  from  both  parties,  the  motion 
was  denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  , 

The  court,  in  submitting  Ufe  case  to  the  jury,  charged  that,  under  certain  circnm- 
stuices  stated,  a  broker  could  take  a  commission  from  both  parties,  and  left  it  to 
the  Jury  to  say  whether  this  was  such  a  case — ^the  defendant  did  not  except  to 
the  charge  of  the  judge  nor  to  any  insufficiency  of  evidence,  ffeld^  that  the  de- 
fendant was  concluded  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  against  him,  Not  having  ex- 
cepted to  the  judge's  charge  nor  to  the  insufficiency  of  evidence,  he  could  not 
move  for  a  new  trial  on  the  judge's  minutes. 

General  Term^  April  1872. 

Before  Barbour,  Ch.  J.,  Freedman  and  Sedgwick,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  order  setting  aside  verdict  and  granting  a 
new  triaL 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  usual  broker's  com- 
mission for  services  rendered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  under 
an  employment  as  a  broker  to  find  a  purchaser  for  fifteen 
lots  of  land  owned  by   defendant 

The  defendant  denied  such  employment  and  the  rendition 
of  any  services  for  defendant,  at  defendant's  request,  and 
claimed  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by  other  persons  than 
the  defendants,  namely  by  Winters  and  Hunt,  to  bring  about 
an  exchange^  of  some  of  their  property  for  said  lots,  that  he 
did  effect  such  exchange,  but  that  his  services  in  that  respect 
were  rendered  to  such  Winters  and  Hunt,  who  paid  the 
plaintiff  the  usual  broker's  commission  and  fees  therefor. 

Upon  the  trial,   before  the  court  and  a  jury,  evidence  was 
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introduced  by  both  parties  and,   at  the  dose  of    such  evi- 
dence, defendant's  counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  « 
the  ground  that  a  broker  cannot  take  a  commission  from 
both  parties.     The  motion  was.  denied  and   defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  tinder  the  charge  of 
the  court  upon  the  questions  of  fact  involved,  and  the  jury 
rendered  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $950. 

Defendant's  counsel  then  moved  the  court  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  as  contrary  to  the  evidence.  The  court  granted  the 
motion  and  made  an  order  setting  aside  the  verdict  and  or- 
dering a  new  trial  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Plaintiff  appeals  from  such  order* 

Chauncey  Shafi-'er,  for  plaintiff  and  appellant 
Ira  D.  Waeren,  for  defendant  and  respondent. 

m 

By  tJU  courty  Freedman,  J. — The  learned  judge  presid- 
ing at  the  trial  charged  the  jury  in  effect  that,  although  as  a 
general  rule,  a  broker  cannot  act  for  both  parties  and  collect 
a  fee  from  each,  yet  there  may  be  circumstances  under 
which  he  may  rightfully  be  em][5loyed  by  both  parties  to  do 
a  joint  service  upon  the  agreement  to  be  paid  equally  by 
them,  but  that  this  must  be  fully  understood. 

He  left  it  to  the  jury  to  find  whether  the  case,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence,  did  or  did  not  come  within  the  excep- 
tion refered  to,  and  charged  them  that,  before  they  could 
render  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  they  had  to  find  from^  the 
evidence,  as  a  fact,  not  only  that  defendant  employed  plaint- 
iff, but  also  that  it  was  understood  by  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested— ^Huntand  Winters  on  the  one  side  and  the  defend- 
ant on  the  other — ^that  plaintiff  was  to  act  as  a  broker  for 
both  sides  and  to  be  paid  accordingly. 

The  defendant,  who  had  previously  and  unsuccessfully 
moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  the  sole  and  spe- 
cific   ground  that  a  broker  cannot  take  a  commission  from 
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both  parties,  did  not  request  the  court  to  charge  otherwise 
and  took  no  exception  to  the  charge  as  made.  Consequently 
he  acquiesced  in  it  and  the  charge,  as  delivered,  must  be  as- 
sumed to  embody  the  true  rule  of  law  applicable  to  defend- 
ant's case  upon  the  present  appeal  by  plaintiff. 

The  only  question,  then,  before  us  is,  whether  the  court 
below  erred  in  setting  aside  the  verdict. 

The  motion  was  made  on  the  judge's  minutes.  Sectio/i 
264  of  the  Code  prescribes  three  distinct  grounds  upon 
which  the  judge,  who  tries  the  cause,  may  entertain  such 
motion,  namely:  (1)  upon  exceptions;  (2)  for  insufficient 
evidence,  and  (3)  for  excessive  damages. 

The  defendant  moved  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict was  contrary  to  evidence,  and  unless  it  was  clearly  so, 
the  motion  should  have  been  denied. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  proceedings  hjld  upon  the 
trial  we  find  that,  when  plaintiff  rested,  no  motion  was 
made  by  defendant  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  for  the 
reason  that  plaintiff  had  failed  to  prove  a  cause  of  action 
and  that,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  the 
defendant  again  omitted  to  move  for  such  dismissal,  or  the 
direction  of  a  verdict  in  hisb  favor  upon  the  ground  of  the 
insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  a  verdict  against  him. 

The  defendant,  therefore,  by  not  objecting  to  submit  the 
case  to  the  jury  upon  the  questions  of  iact  involved  therein, 
conceded  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  carry  the  case 
to  the  jury,  and  he  consented  to  a  decision  of  these  questions^ 
by  that  tribunal. 

Having  taken  his  chance  of  a  favorable  verdict,  which 
would  have  concluded  the  plaintiff  upon  the  facts,  and  there 
being  a  clear  conflict  of  testimony  between  the  parties,  who 
had  appeared  as  witnesses  on  their  own  behalf,  the  defend- 
ant should  not  afterwards  have  been  permitted  to  allege  that 
the  verdict  is  without  evidence  or  insufficiently  supported 
by  evidence,  and,  for  that  reason,  against  law.  ( Barrett 
agt.  The  Third  Ave.  B.R  Co.^  46  N.  Y.,  632.) 
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Moreover,  it  appears  that  there  really  was  suflBcient  evi- 
dence to  authorize  the  jury  to  find  as  they  did,  and  the  case 
therefore,  belongs  to  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the  rule  is  that 
the  court  will  not  set  aside  the  verdict  merely  -because  the 
court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  have  come  to  a  con- 
trary conclusion  upon  the  same  evidence. 

The  policy  of  the  law  is  not  only  to  do  justice  between 
the  parties,  but  also  to  end  the  legal-  strife  after  each  of  them 
has  had  a  reasonable  opportunity  for  the  full  presentation  of 
his  side  of  the  case.  The  law,  therefore,  prescribes  certain 
forms,  according  to  which  justice  is  uniformly  administered, 
and  very  wisely  holds  that  during  the  progress  of  an  action 
certain  benefits  can  be  claimed  and  secured  only  in  a  certain 
form  and  at  a  particular  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  are 
waived,  unless  so  applied  for.  In  inany  instances  a  party 
has  his  free  choice,  which,  however,  when  made  will  bind 
him  to  abide  by  it  with  all  its  consequences.  By  electing 
one  mode  for  the  assertion  and  investigation  of  his  rights, 
he  is  deemed  to  have  waived  others  wliich  are  inconsistent 
therewith.  If  the  practice  were  otherwise  litigation  would 
be  indeterminable.  According  to  these  fundamental  princi- 
ples there  is  neither  injustice  nor  hardship  in  holding  a  de- 
fendant, who  has,  either  carelessly  or  designedly,  seen  fit  to 
omit  making  \\\s  motion,  concluded  upon  the  facts  established 
by  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

Barboub,  C.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 


14      NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Matter  of  Viele. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  Teresa  Viele,  for  the 
custody  of  certain  children  by  her  marriage  with  Egbert 
L,  Viele. 

When  children  are  in  the  cnstodj  of  their  father,  and  are  brought  by  him  into  conrt, 
in  obedience  to  a  writ  o^  habeas  corputf  sned  oat  bj  the  mother,  he  thereby  £ar- 
renders  them  to  the  custody  of  the  court  as  parens  patriae^  pending  the  litigation. 

And  when  the  father  and  mother  thereafter  stipulate  and  consent  that  the  writ  be 
dismissed,  it  is  proper  that  the  order  of  the  conrt  entered  upon  that  consent  should 
not  only  direct  that  the  writ  be  dismissed,  but  should  dispense  with  the  longer 
attendance  of  the  children  in  court,  by  remanding  them  to  the  custody  of  the 
father,  with  whom  the  court  found  them,  and  also  \^  prima  fausie  entitled  to  them, 
although  a  neglect  to  add  such  an  express  provision  to  the  order  of  dismissal  of 
the  writ  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  the  respondent  with 
parental  authority,  when  the  relator  abandons  the  attempt  to  change  the  custody 
of  the  children  to  herself. 

If -the  mother  afterwards  improperly  obtains  possession  of  one  of  the  children,  and 
flees  with  it  to  a  foreign  country,  she  thereby  renounces  her  right  of  applying 
to  the  court  for  any  relief  in  the  premises. 

New  York  Special  Term^  at  chamber Sy  October  2,  1872. 

Motion  by  the  relator  to  strike  out  a  portion  of  the  order 
entered  herein  on  the  22d  of  March,  1872.  The  order  is  in 
these  words :  "  Before  reading  and  filing  the  annexed  con- 
sent, and  on  motion  of  E.  S.  Caldwell,  attorney  for  the  res- 
pondent^ Egbert  L.  Viele,  it  is  ordered  that  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpits,  granted  herein  by  the  Hon.  Daniel  P.  Ingraham,  on 
the  28th  day  of  September,  1870,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby 
dismissed.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  children 
named  in  the  said  writ,  viz :  Kathalyne,  Herman,  Teresa, 
Egbert  L.,  Jr.,  and  Emily  Viele,  are  and  each  of  them  is 
hereby  remanded  to  the  custody  of  their  father,  Egbert  L, 
Viele,  the  respondent." 

The  consent  referred  to  is  in  these  words :     "  We  hereby 
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consent  that  the  above  entitled  matter  be  discontinued,  and 
that  the  writ  herein  be  dismissed,  and  that  an  order  to  that 
effect  be  entered  herein,^  which  was  signed  by  the  attorneys 
ior  the  parties  respectively. 

The  court  was  *now  applied  to,  to  strike  out  all  that  part 
of  the  ord^r  following  the  word  "  dismissed/'  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  inserted  without  authority,  and  irregu- 
larly. The  affidavit  used  in  opposing  the  motion  alleged, 
among  other  things,  that  the  relator  had,  a  short  time  before 
making  this  motion,  viplently  abducted  on^  of  the  children 
from  the  father's  house,  in  this  state,  and  had  fled  with  it  to 
Europe,  whither  she  had  already  improperly  taken  another 
of  them,  who  had  been  allowed  by  the  father  to  remain  with 
her  until  it  should  be  old  enough  to  elect  with  which  of  the 
parents  to  reside  permanently. 

William  Fullekton,  for  the  motion. 
BuBTON  N.  Harrison,  in  opposition. 

By  the  eourtj  Leonard,  J. — Mrs.  Viele  obtained  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus^  requiring  her  husband  to  produce  their  chil- 
dren in  court,  claiming  the  custody  of  them.  Pursuant  to 
the  writ,  the  children  were  produced,  and  much  testimony 
was  taken,  bearing  upon  the  question  of  their  custody. 
The  parties  finally  agreed  to  dismiss  the  proceedings  so 
instituted,  and  a  consent  to  that  effect  was  signed  by  their 
attorneys.  An  order  was  presented  to  one  of  the  justices  of 
the  supreme  court,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where  the  said 
proceeding  was  pending,  reciting  the  said  consent,  and  direct- 
ing not  only  that  the  proceeding  should  be  dismissed,  but 
also  containing  an  additional  provision,  not  contained  in  the 
said  consent,  further  directing  that  the  children  named  in 
the  writ  should  be  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  father, 
the  respondent. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  latter  part  of  the  order  is  irregular, 
because  not  embraced  in  the  written  consent,  and  a  motion 
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is  now  made  oa  the  part  of  the  relator,  Mrs.  Viele,  that  such 
part  be  stricken  from  the  order. 

There  are  sufficient  reasons  why  the  motion  should  not  be 
granted. 

1st.  The  father  was  prima  fade  entitled  to  the  custody  of 
the  children.  That  is  the  rule  of  the  cofnmon  law.  They 
were  found  in  his  custody.  He  was  required  to  bring  them 
into  court,  and,  pursuant  to  its  command,  he  produced  them. 
Nothing  appears  tending  to  prove  that  his  natural  right  as  . 
father  was  in  any  manner  abridged.  ,  The  relator,  who  sued 
out  the  writ,  abandoned  the  claim  which  she  made  in  that 
]  tigation,  and  consented  that  it  be  dismissed.  It  follows,  as 
a  matter  of  course,  thai  the  father,  who  had  produced  the 
children,  was  still  entitled  to  their  custody.  The  order 
declares  nothing  more  than  his  natural  right,  upon  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  being  abandoned,  and  the  proceeding  dis- 
missed. 

The  order  does  not  constitute  any  bar  to  the  rights  of 
Mrs.  Viele,  whatever  they  may  be,  should  she  think  proper, 
in  the  future,  to  assert  them  in  this  court  It  clearly  appears 
that  the  order  ijs  not  an  adjudication  upon  the  merits,  for 
nothing  was  heard  or  decided  except  upon  the  written  con- 
sent ;  the  rest  of  the  order  is  merely  a  restoration  of  the 
custody  of  the  children  to  the  father,  the  court  having  pre- 
viously assumed  the  control  of  them,  pending  the  litigation, 
as  parens  patrice.  The  court,  by  the  latter  part  of  the 
order,  surrenders  its  control,  and  restores  it  to  the  father, 
whose  right  has  been  disturbed  by  its  process. 

Although  the  paragraph  complained  of  was  not  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  the.  respondent  with  parental 
authority,  it  was  eminently  proper  that  the  persons  pro- 
duced under  the  writ  should,  on  its  dismissal,  be  remanded, 
as  in  criminal  cases,  to  the  custody  in  which  they  were  found. 
This  practice  is  invariably  pursued  on  the  dismissal  of  such  a 
w/it  in  criminal  cases. 

2d.  It^  further  appears  that  Mrs.  Viele  has  improperly 
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obtained  the  possession  of  at  least  one  of  the  children,  and 
has  also  the  possession  of  another,  by  arrangement  with  her 
husband,  and  has  now  fled  from  the  country,  taking  both  of 
the  children  with  her. 

Whatever  may  be  the  affection  of  the  mother,  she  is 
wrong  in  depriving  these  children  of  the  protection  of  the 
fiftther,  of  the  benefit  to  be  derived  by  an  education  in  their 
native  land,  and  of  th?  social  consideration  belonging  to  his 
station  in  life.  The  advantages  of  her  children  should  be 
the  mother's  chief  consideration.  She  has  disregarded  their 
rights  and  paramount  interests,  as  well  as  those  of  her  hus- 
band. I  think  she  has,  by  her  conduct  in  improperly  remov- 
ing the  children  to  a  foreign  country,  renounced  her  right  of 
applying  to  this  court  for  any  relief  in  the  premises. 

The  motion  is  therefore  denied. 

An  order  to  that  effect  was  entered. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Frederick  L.  Vulte,  et  a?.,  executor,  agt  W.  Rakdolph 

Martin,  executor. 

Where  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  his  wife  becomes  entitled  to  the  whole  of  bis 
estate  that  may  remain  after  payment  of  his  debts.  On  a  settlement  of  the 
accounts  of  the  testator's  execntor.  The  fxecutors  of  his  wife  (she  having  died 
subsequently)  are  neceuary  parties. 

On  such  settlement  the  surrogate  has  power  to  ascertain  the  amot^dt  of  the  assets 

that  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  execntor,  and  the  amount  paid  out  by  him  upon 

the  debts  of  the  testator;  and  upon  payment  over  to  the  legatees  or  next  of  kin 

•     whatever  surplus  of  assets  that  might  remain  in  bis  hands,  be  was  entitled  to  a 

decree  declaring  such  settlement  to  be  final,  and  discharging  him  from  the  trust. 

But  such  a  settlement  involves  no  question  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between 
the  estate  of  the  legatees  nndei'  the  will,  except  so  for  as  may  be  necessary  to 
ascertain  what  rfiould  belong  to  each.  In  this  c^e  that  inquiry  cannot  arise,  as 
the  wife  took  the  whole  estate,  after  payment  of  the  debts. 

Such  a  settlement  involves  no  inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  the 
representatives  of  the  wife  and  the  execntor  of  her  husband,  either  in  hia  charac- 
ter as  execntor  or  as  trustee  ot  the  estate.  As  executor,  he  is  charged  with  no 
duty  in  regard  to  the  real  estate,  and  his  accounts  as  trustee  under  a  deed  of  trust 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  cannot  be  adjusted  on  this  final  accounting,  as  execntor 
or  trustee.  It  is  only  when  a  trust  is  created  by  a  last  will,  that  the  surrogate 
has  power  to  settle  a  trustee's  accounts. 

Commissions  can  only  be  allowed  upon  receipts  and  disbursements  of  money 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  vnfe.  The  debt  claimed  by  tbe  executor  against 
his  testator  canaot  be  allowed  to  him  until  its  validity  is  legally  established. 

As  to  the  claim  of  the  executor  to  be  allowed  for  debts  of  the  estate,  paid  by  him 
out  of  his  own  means,  the  only  way  he  can  be  allowed  for  them  is  to  treat  him  as 
assignee  of  such  debts,  in  place  of  the  original  creditors. 

New  Yorky  General  Term^  February ^  1867. 

Before  G.  G.  Barnard,  P.  J.y  D.  P.  Ingraham,  and 
Joseph  Mullin,  J  J. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  New 
York,  made  December  30th,  1865,  upon  the  final  accounting 
of  D.  R.  Martin,  as  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant,  deceased.     By  this  decree  it  is 
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adjudged  that  the  appellants  (as  executors  of  Sarah  A,  Stur- 
tevant,  deceased)  pay  to  Martin,  out  of  their  estate,  the 
amount  alleged  t6  have  been  advanced  by  him,  as  executor, 
in  excess  of  what  he  received  in  that  capacity,  with  interest 
and  commissions  upon  his  advances,  and  fees  of  auditor  and 
surrogate — ^in  all  $5,301.53. 

The  appellants  have  had  no  accounting  of  their  estate, 
and  were  parties  to  the  proceeding  only  by  reason  of  being 
cited  to  attend  the  final  accounting  of  respondent,  as  the 
legal  representatives  of  Sara  A.  Sturtevant,  who  was  the 
devisee  and  residuary  legatee  of  the  personal  estate  of  re- 
spondent's testator. 

April  21st,  1855.  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant  (testator  of  re- 
spondent), and  Sara  A.,  his  wife  (testatrix  of  the  appellants), 
being  owners  in  fee  of  the  house  and  lot.  No.  47  Murray 
street,  in  New  York,  conveyed .  the  same  to  said  D.  R.  Mar- 
tin. Contemporaneously,  Martin  delivered  to  Sturtevant  a 
declaration  of  trust  to  the  efiect  that  the  only  object  of  the 
conveyance  was  to  enable  him  (Martin)  to  borrow  money  for 
Sturtevant,  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the  property,  and 
that  he  "  held  the  same  in  trust  only  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
said  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant,  his  heirs,"  &c.,  and  that  he  had  no 
beneficial  interest  therein,  except  what  might  arise  from  the 
circumstance  mentioned.  He,  thereupon,  covenanted  to 
reconvey  the  premises  to  Sturtevant  whenever  the  mortgage 
should  be  satisfied. 

On  the  30th  of  April,  1855,  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant  died, 
leaving  a  will,  wherein  he  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  his  wife  (Sara  A.,)  and  appointed 
her  executrix,  and  D.  R.  Martin  executor.  Mrs.  Sturte- 
vant never  qualified,  and  Martin  haying  qualified,  he 
became  sole  executor.  During  the  lifetime  of  O.  W.  Stur- 
tevant, Martin  never  claimed  or  exercised  any  authority  to 
intermeddle  with  the  house  in  Murray  street,  or  the  rents 
thereof.  After  the  death  of  0.  W.  Sturtevant,  it  was  as- 
sumed by  Martin  that  the  claims  of  Sturtevant's  creditors 
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were  largely  in  excess  of  his  personal  estate.  The  testator 
died  possessed  of  a  lot  of  office  furniture,  and  some  valuable 
law  books,  worth  about  $500,  of  which  the  executor 
neglected  to  take  possession,  and  a  diamond  ring,  worth 
$500,  which  he  claims  a  right  to  keep  as  his  own,  and  some 
other  quite  valuable  personal  property.  Immediately  after 
the  death  of  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant,  Martm*  acting  as  his 
executor,  assumed  the  authority,  in  that  capacity,  and  with- 
out authority  from  Mrs.  Sturtevant,  or  the  surrogate,  to  lease 
the  Murray  street  property,  and  coUect  the  rents  thereof, 
and  pay  therewith,  as  matter  of  legal  right,  divers  debts  of 
Sturtevant's  estate,  and  also  to  retain  a  portion  thereof  to- 
wards a  debt  of  his  own.  All  these  receipts  of  moneys  from 
this  real  estate,  he  treated  as  belonging  to  him  as  executor  of 
O.  W.  Sturtevant,  deceased,  and  has  intermingled  them  as 
inextricably  with  the  personal  estate  of  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant, 
as  if  the  land  had  been  actually  devised  to  him  as  such 
executor,  as  trustee  to  pay  debts,  whereas,  in  fact,  he  took 
nothing  under  the  will  beyond  the  naked  personal  estate. 

On  the  26th  day  of  May,  1863,  Martin  executed  a  convey- 
ance of  the  house  and  lot,  No.  147  Murray  street,  to  Mrs. 
Sara  A.  Sturtevant. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1865,  Mrs.  Sara  A.  Sturtevant 
(the  testatrix  of  the  appellants),  died,  leaving  a  will,  and  ap- 
pointing the  appellants  her  executors. 

On  the  11th  of  February,  1865,  Martin  filed  his  petition 
before  the  surrogate  for  a  final  accounting ;  thereupon  his 
•accounts  were  filed,  mingling  the  rents  and  expenses  of  the 
Murray  street  property  with  his  accounts  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  a  partial  proceeding  in  the  matter 
was  had,  which  was  afterwards  abandoned  for  want  of  proper 
parties. 

On  the  13th  of  July,  1865,  Icftters  testamentary  were 
issued  to  these  appellants,  as  executors  of  the  will  of  Sara  A. 
Sturtevant,  deceased. 

On  the  16th  of  July,  1865,  Martin  again  filed  his  petition 
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for  a  final  accounting,  and  citation  was  issued  to  appellants, 
as  "  persons  interested  in  the  estate  of  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant, 
deceased/'  "to  attend  the  final  settlement  of  the  account  oi 
the  proceedings  ^  of  Martin,  as  executor,  as  aforesaid. 

On  the  3d  of  August,  1865,  the  appellants  appeared  and 
filed  various  exceptions  to  the  accounts  of  Martin,  as  exe- 
cutor, as  aforesaid,  both  because  he  bad  not  charged  himself 
with  some  valuably  personal  property  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  O.  W.  Sturtevant,  deceased,  and  because  he  had  included 
in  his  accounts  matters  relating  to  real  estate,  with  which,  as 
executor,  he  had  nothing  to  do.  On  the  same  day  the  sur- 
rogate ordered  the  account  referred  to  Thomas  Lawrence, 
Esq.,  as  auditor,  for  examination. 

On  the  J  8th  of  December,  1865,  the  auditor  filed  his 
report  with  the  surrogate,  substantially  approving  his  ac- 
counts. 

On  the  13th  of  December,  1865,  the  appellants  filed  ex- 
ceptions to  this  report. 

On  the  39th  of  December,  1865,  the  decree  now  appealed 
firom  was  made  by  the  surrogate,  wherein  he  not  only  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  Martin's  accounts  concerning 
the  real  estate  (both  before  and  after  the  land  was  con- 
yeyed  by  deed  to  Mrs.  Sturtevant),  but  he  decreed  that  these 
appellants  should  pay  Martin,  as  executor,  the  sum  of 
$999.62-100  interest  upon  moneys  alleged  to  have  been 
advanced  by  him,  and  about  <^3,000,  alleged  to  have  been 
advanced  by  him  towards  payment  of  his  own  debt,  and 
upwards  of  SI, 000,  commissions  upon  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate  aforesaid ;  and  also  $250,  fees  of  the  auditor,  and 
reserved  the  question  of  counsel  fees. 

Albert  Mathews,  for  appellatU. 

First. — The  decree  of  the  surrogate  was  erroneous  in 
directing  these  appellants  to  pay  anything  out,  out  of  the 
estate  of  Sara  A.  Sturtevant  to  the  respondent.     The  decree 
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was  made  within  six  months  after  their  appointment.  They 
have  not  yet  ascertained  the  debts  or  assets  of  their  estate. 
They  were  not  parties  to  this  accounting  for  any  such  pur- 
pose. This  was  not  a  proceeding  against  their  estate.  The 
surrogate  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  decree  against 
them  (2  R  S.  95,  ^§  70-71,  and  94,  §  65). 

Second. — The  surrogate  had  no  authority  to  decree  that 
the  auditor's  fees  ($250),  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of 
Sara  A.  Sturtevant.  The  statute  authorized  them  to  be 
allowed  only  out  of  the  estate  of  Oscar  W.  Sturtevant, 
deceased  (2  Bev.  Statj  94,  §  64). 

Third. — ^The  decree  was  erroneous  in  respect  to  the  exe- 
cutor's commissions.  The  personal  estate  of  Oscar  W. 
Sturtevant  was  claimed  to  be  largely  insolvent.  This  per- 
sonal eistate  was  aU  that  ever  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
respondent,  in  his  capacity  of  executor.  Obviously,  any 
commissions  upon  this  estate  as  accounted  for,  were  trivial. 
The  surrogate  had  no  authority  to  allow  $1014  81-100 
commissions  to  the  respondent,  either  upon  his  own  money, 
which  he  claims  to  have  advanced  to  pay  debts  of  deceased, 
or  upon  the  rents  of  real  estate  he  collected,  or  moneys  he 
claims  to  have  paid  upon  Mrs.  Sturtevant's  real  estate  in 
Barclay  street,  or  much  less,  upon  the  moneys  he  claims  to 
have  advanced  to  pay  his  own  alleged  demand  of  upwards  of 
$5,000.  Commissions  were  predicable  only  of  money  of  the 
particular  personal  estate  received  and  disbursed  as  executor 
(2  Eev.  Stat.y  93,  '^  58). 

Fourth. — The  surrogate  had  no  jurisdiction  to  settle  the 
accounts  of  Martin  concerning  his  personal  and  unofficial 
deahngs  with  Mrs.  Stuatevant's  real  estate  in  Barclay  street, 
and  elsewhere,  which  she  received  as  devisee  of  her  husband. 
All  these  items  relating  to  these  matters  must  be  expurgated 
from  the  accounts,  and  it  is  necessaay  the  decree  be  reversed 
and  the  accounting  referred  back,  with  directions  to  omit 
them  altogether 

L  By  the  deed,  mortgage  and  declaration  of  trust,  con- 
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cerning  the  Barclay  street  property,  Martin  had  no  interest 
in  the  Barclay  street  lot,  in  any  capaoity.  If  the  trust  were 
valid,  it  only  gave  authority  to  execute  the  mortgage,  and 
ceased  when  that  was  done  {Selden  agt.  Vemiilyeaj  3  N,  T. 
.Eg?.,  516).  But  the  trust  was  void ;  and  in  any  event,  the 
land  vested  in  Mr.  Sturtevant,  and  was  devised  to  his  wife 
by  him,  subject  only  to  the  mortgage  (1  Bev.  Statj  727-8- 
30,  §§  45,  47,  49,  67 ;  Bellinger  agt.  Schaefer^  2  Sand  Ch. 
293 ;  Batcson  agt.  Lampmany  5  N.  Y.  {i  Seld.)  460). 

XL  This  accounting  of  rents  of  real  estate,  is  coram  non 
judiccy  and  void,  and  benefits  nobody,  and  settles  nothing. 
The  dealings  between  Mrs.  Sturtevant  and  Mr.  Martin  con- 
cerning the  real  estate,  whether  resulting  from  a  fraudulent 
assumption  of  authority,  or  an  ignorant  mistake,  were  clear- 
ly immaterial  npon  an  accounting  of  Martin  as  executor  of 
Oscar  W.  Sturtevant  under  the  will,  which  limited  his  power 
and  authority  to  the  personal  estate  of  his  testator.  It  is 
immaterial  that  he  paid  debts  of  his  testator,  in  his  own 
wrong,  out  of  Mrs.  Sturtevant's  money.  Nor  could  the 
surrogate  adjudicate  upon  any  equities  that  might  arise  in 
his  favor,  (if  he  acted  honestly),  by  reason  of  the  money  thus 
applied  being  the  income  of  real  estate  devised  to  her  by  his 
testator.  The  surrogate  being  an  officer  of  limited  jurisdic- 
tion, could  not  lawfully  assume  the  plenary  powers  of  a 
Court  of  Equity  in  the  premises.  Cleveland  agt.  Whiton, 
31  Barb.  12.,  544. 

in.  But,  if  there  were  any  question  as  to  the  matters 
above  stated,  at  least  Martiu's  authority  to  intermeddle  with 
the  real  estate  ceased  when  he  executed  to  Mrs.  Sturtevant 
the  deed  of  conveyance  thereof,  in  May,  1863,  and  all  items 
relating  thereto  subsequent  to  that  date  should  be  stricken 
from  the  accounts. 

IV.  If  Martin  as  executor  had  wished  to  subject  this  real 
estate  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  of  his  testator  and  so 
embraoe  it  in  his  accounts,  he  might  have  applied  (within 
the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Sturtevant),  to  the  surrogate  (upon  filing 


24      NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Vulte  agt.  Martin. 


an  inventory  of  the  estate,  and  proving  the  debts  he 'now 
alleges),  for  authority  to  lease  the  real  estate  aforesaid  for  that 
purpose.  'He  preferred  to  file  no  inventory,  but  to  keep  all 
knowledge  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  to  himself,  and  assume 
authority  to  control  Mrs.  Sturtevant's  real  estate  and  to  wait 
until  death  had  sealed  her  lips,  before  rendering  any  account 
or  making  any  claim.  He  should  therefore  be  now  left  to 
his  strict  legal  rights.  (2  Rev.  Stat^  99,  §§  1  to  17. 

Fifth. — The  decree  is  untrue  in  adjudging  that  any  uncol- 
lected assets  or  evidences  of  indebtedness  were  delivered 
over  to  these  appellants. 

Sixth. — The  decree  is  erroneous  in  adjudging  there  is  due 
the  respondent  either  $4,006  22-100  or  $5,301  68-100  from 
the  estate  of  the  testatrix  of  these  appellants. 

Gilbert  Dean,  for  respondent 

By  the  courtj  Mullin,  J. — By  the  will  of  O.  W.  Sturte- 
vant,  his  wife  became  entitled  to  the  whole  of  his  estate  that 
should  remain  after  paying  his  debts. 

On  a  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  O.  W.  Sturtevant^s 
executor,  the  executors  of  Mrs.  S.  were  necessary  parties. 
On  such  settlement  the  surrogate  had  power  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  assets  that  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  exe- 
cutor, and  the  amount  paid  out  by  him  upon  the  debts  of 
the  testator.  And  upon  payment  over  to  the  legatees  or 
next  ot  kin  whatever  surplus  of  assets  that  might  remain  in 
his  hands,  he  was  entitled  to  a  decree  declaring  such  settle- 
ment to  be  final,  and  discharging  him  from  the  trust. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  such  a  settlement  involved  no 
question  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  the  estate  of 
the  legatees  under  the  will,  except  so  far  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  ascertain  what  share  of  the  assets  belonged  to  each. 
In  this  case  even  that  inquiry  cannot  arise,  slh  Mrs.  S.  took 
the  whole  estate,  afler  the  payment  of  the  debts.        • 

It  is  equally  clear  that  such  a  settleinent  involved  no 
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inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  the  representa- 
tives of  Mrs.  S.  and  the  executor  of  her  husband,  either  in 
his  character  as  executor,  or  as  trustee  of  the  estate.  As 
executor,  he  was  charged  with  no  duty  in  regard  to  the  real 
estate,  and  his  accounts  as  trustee  under  a  deed  of  trust  in 
the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Sturtevant  could  not  be  adjusted  on  this 
final  accounting,  as  executor  or  trustee.  It  is  only  when  a 
trust  is  created  by  a  last  will  that  the  surrogate  has  power  to 
settle  a  trustee's  accounts. 

If 'I  am  right  in  this,  the  decree  must  be  reversed,  and 
another  accounting  had,  upon  which  the  account  in  relation 
to  the  rents  and  taxes,  &c.,  of  the  real  estate  must  be 
excluded. 

Commissions  can  only  be  allowed  upon  receipts  and  dis* 
bursements  of  money  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Stur- 
tevant 

The  debt  claimed  by  the  defendant  against  his  testator 
cannot  be  allowed  to  the  defendant  until  iti  validity  is  legally 
established. 

It  is  provided  by  '^  37  of  the  2d  title,  3d  chapter  6,  of 
second  part  of  revised  statutes,  that  such  debts  may  be 
proved  to,  and  allowed  by  the  surrogate. 

The  surrogate's  court  then  has  jurisdiction  to  try  the  valid- 
ity of  the  executor's  claiiii.  I  shall  not  express  any  opinion 
as  to  whether  or  not-  the  debt  claimed  by  the  defendant  is 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  That  question  vdll 
properly  arise  when  it  is  considered  by  the  surrogate. 

As  to  the  claim  of  the  defendant  to  be  allowed  for  debts  of 
the  estate  paid  by  him  out  of  his  means,  the  only  way  he  can 
be  allowed  for  them  is  to  treat  him  as  assignee  of  such  debts, 
and  to  allow  him  the  share  to  which  such  debts  would  be  en- 
titled, had  they  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  original  creditors. 

The  decree  of  the  surrogate  is  reversed,  and  proceedings 
remitted  to  the  court  below,  with  directions  that  another 
accounting  be  had. 

Ingbaham,  J.,  concurring. 


/ 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  ex.  rely  Matilda  Shelton,  agt.  Henrietta 

GOWEB. 

UpoD  a  writ  of  certiorari,  where  the  jndgment  of  the  lower  court  is  affirmed,  wtth 

costs,  the  costs  should  be  taxed  as  in  an  action  at  issue  on  a  question  ot  law. 
Section  3,  chap.  570,  laws  of  1854,  as  to  the  question  of  costs  in  such  proceedings,  is 

repealed  bv  section  318  of  the  Code,  as  amended  in  1862. 
As  section  310  of  the  Code  only  related  to  the  costs  atter  the  issue,  the  provision^ 

does  not  destroy  the  right  to  the  disbursements  in  the  court  below,  which  are  tax- 

able  as  part  of  the  costs  in  the  higher  court. 

New  Tori  Special  Term  Marchy  1872. 

Motion  to  re-settle  costs.  This  was  an  action  in  a  discrict 
court,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  certain  summary  pro- 
ceedings, in  which  the  defendant  in  error  was  plaintiff,  and 
the  relator  defendant.  Judgment  having  been  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  *the  proceedings  were  removed  to  the 
supreme  court,  on  a  writ  of  certiorari.  The  judgment  of 
the  court  below  having  been  affirmed  with  costs,  the  costs 
were  taxed  by  the  clerk  as  costs  on  appeal,  as  follows: 
Before  argument,  $20  ;  for  argument,  $40 ;  for  the  costs  and 
disbursements  in  the  court  below,  $28.  The  counsel  for  the 
relator  objected  to  the  first  two  items,  on  the  ground  that 
under  section  318  of  the  Code,  the  costs  should  be  taxed  as 
in  an  action  on  an  issue  at  law.  And  to  the  last  items,  that 
they  were  not  incurred  in  that  court,  and  should  not  be 
allowed  at  all.  The  objection  having  been  disallowed,  the 
relator  then  moved  to  have  the  costs  as  adjusted,  re-settled. 

Robert  W.  DeForest,  for  the  motion. 
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I.  This  is  a  special  proceeding,  and  comes  before  this 
court  on  certiorari  to  the  justices  of  the  court  below,  to 
review  his  judgment  in  a  dispossessing  proceeding.  The 
clerk  has  taxed  the  costs  .under  section  807,  subdivision  5, 
of  the  Code  which  does  not  apply  here.  The  costs  in  this 
proceeding  are  regulated  bj  section  318  of  the  Code.  Bj 
that  section  the  costs  are  as  in  an  action  at  issue  on  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  and  should  have  been  taxed  under  section  307, 
subdivision  2,  as  follows :  Before  notice,  SIO  ;  after  notice, 
$15.     Trial  of  issue  of  law. 

n.  The  laws  of  1854,' chap.  270,  section  3,  can  not  oper- 
ate to  change  this,  as  if  th^t  section  is  in  any  way  inconsis- 
tent with  section  318  of  the  Code,  the  latter  section  must 
be  considered  as  repealing  the  former  to  that  extent,  it  hav- 
ing been  passed  in  1862. 

ILL  The  twenty-eight  dollars,  fees  paid  to  Mr.  Justice  • 
Fowler,  the  marshall,  &c.,  were  improperly  allowed.  This 
court  did  not  attempt,  nor  had  it  the  right  in  affirming  the 
justice's  judgment  to  award,  besides  the  costs  in  this  court, 
also  as  costs  the  fees  paid  in  the  proceeding  before  him.  Ko 
construction  of  the  order  of  affirmance  of  this  court  justified 
the  clerk  in  taxing  in  the  judgmient  of  this  court  the  fees  of 
Justice  FowLEB  and  the  marshaH  in  the  proceedings  before 
him.  If  they  were  taxed  against  the  relator  by  Judge  Fow- 
I4EB,  they  cannot  be  taxed  again  here,  and  if  by  Judge  Fow- 
leb's  decision  he  did  not  adjudge  them  gainst  the  relator  on 
a  mere  affirmance  of  his  judgment,  it  should  not  be  so  modi- 
fied as  to  adjudge  them  now  against  her. 

lY.  The  motion  should  be  granted  and  the  costs  readjusted 
under  ^1 8  of  the  Code,  and  the  fees  of  the  justice, etc.,  should 
be  disallowed. 

John  Bbooks  Leavtit,  contra. 

L  The  costs  were  properly  taxed  by  the  clerk  under  sub- 
division 5,  of  section  307  of  the  Code.    By  the  laws  of  1854, 
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chapter  270,  section  3,  ia  special  proceedings  and  on  appeals 
therefrom,  the  costs  may  be  allowed  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  when  allowed  shall  be  allowed  at  the  rate  of  simi- 
lar  services  in  civil  actions.  This  act  of  1 854  is  in  no  wise 
affected  or  repealed  by  any  of  the  subsequent  amendments  to 
the  Code.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Code,  except  that 
certain  sections  in  the  Code  are  by  it  made  applicable  to  cer- 
tain special  proceedings.  Section  318  of  the  Code  is  not  ap- 
plicable to  costs  upon  a  certiorari  to  review  proceedings  had 
before  a  magistrate,  for  the  reason  that  that  section,  by  its 
very  terms,  applies  to  a  review  in  the  supreme  court  of  the 
decisions  of  a  court.of  inferior  jurisdiction.  Justice  Fowler 
did  not  act  as  a  court  of  inferior  jurisdiction  in  this  proceed- 
ing. But  the  proceeding  before  him  was  not  before  An  in- 
ferior court,  but  before  him  as  a  magistrate  in  a  special  cap- 
acity. But  even  if  section  318  of  the  Code  is  applicable  to 
the  costs  of  this  proceeding,  still  they  were  properly  allowed, 
because  the  proceedings  were  in  the  general  term.  An  action 
which  reaches  the  general  term  for  review  upon  a  question  of 
law  is  treated  so  far  as  it  respects  the  costs,  as  an  appeal  sub- 
ject to  general  term  costs.  No  other  construction  would  har- 
monize the  statute  with  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  as  re- 
spects the  question  of  costs,  because  no  question  in  an  action 
at  issue  upon  a  question  at  law  could  reach  the  general  term 
without  being  subject  to  the  costs  provided  for  proceedings 
in  the  general  term. , 

n.  The  costs  incurred  before  Justice  Fowler  of  the  Third 
District  Court  were  recoverable  by  the  defendant  in  error 
under  section  49,  2  R.  S.  page  516,  which  expressly  pro- 
vides that  in  all  cases  of  application  pursuant  to  the  proviso 
ions  of  that  act,  the  prevailing  party  shall  recover  costs.  The 
question  here  is  whether  the  defendant  in  error  was  entitled 
to  have  the  costs  taxed  as  a  part  of  the  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ings which  were  brought  into  this  court  by  such  certiorari. 
The  certiorari  in  its  effect  removed  into  this  court  the  pro- 
ceedings before  Mr.  Justice  Fowler,  together  with  the  re- 
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cord  of  the  same,  and  this  court,  in  virtue  of  its  general  jur- 
isdiction, had  the  power  to  do  com|Aete  justice  and  to  award 
costs,  and  did  by  its  order  award  costs  to  the  defendant  in 
error,  which  allowance  embraced  all  the  costs  to  which  the 
defendant  was  entitled  in  the  proceedings,  whether  such  costs 
bad  been  incurred  before  the  magistrate  or  in  this  court  after 
the  allowance  of  the  writ. 

m.  For  these  reasons  the  motion  to  resettle  the  costs 
should  be  denied. 

Cabdozo,  J.  I  think  the  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1862 
controls  the  act  of  1854,  and  that  the  costs  should  be  retaxed 
accordingly,  except  that  as  the  section  of  the  Code  only  relates 
to  the  costs  after  the  issue,  the  provision  does  not  destroy  the 
right  to  the  disbursements  in  the  court  below. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

Feancis  H.  MobaN;  respondent,  agt  William  McCleabns, 

appellant. 

Where  the  allegations  of  breaking  and  entering  the  close  of  plaintiff  were  cleariy 
npon  the  face  of  the  complaint  mere  sorplnsage,  hdd  that  there  was  no  error  com- 
mitted in  so  amending  the  complaint  as  to  allow  the  trae  cause  of  action  therein 
stated  to  remain.      * 

An  werseertif  h4ffhw<nfs  has  no  right  in  making  repairs  npon  a  highway  within 
his  district,  in  other  respects  soitable  and  proper,  to  change  a  natwral  vatercowrsef 
or  the  natural  course  of  gurface  water  drainage*  so  as  to  cast  the  water  npon  the 
lands  of  an  owner  abntting  upon  a  highway  where  it  had  not  been  previonsly  ac- 
cnstomed  to  flow,  or  to  increase  considerably  in  volume  and  quantity  eiUier  the 
waters  in  a  natural  watercourse  or  from  surface  drainage,  flowing  upon  such 
land,  to  the  injury  of  the  owner  thereof. 

The  public  must  construct  and  repair  their  way  with  reference  to  the  rights  of  ad- 
joining owners  of  lands. 

Fourth  Department^  June  Term,  1872. 
*  Presew^  Johnson,  Talcott  and  Barker,  Justices. 

Action  commenced  in  justice  court,  July  9th,  1869. 

July  17th,  1869,  parties  appeared.  Complaint — Trespass. 
Answer  denied,  and  special  matter.  Cause  tried  July  26th, 
1869.  Judgment  for  plaintiff;  damages,  $149;  costs,  $13.80. 
August  6th,  1869,  defendant  appeals  to  county  court  for 
new  trial  New  trial  had ;  judgment  for  plaintiffs,  dam- 
ages, $150;  costs,  $111.33;  February  18th,  1870.  Appeal 
to  general  term  from  judgment.  May  1st,  1871,  new  trial 
granted.  November  2d,  1871,  new  trial  had,  and  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff;  damages,  $51 ;  costs,  $330.71.  Decem- 
ber 22d,  1871,  appeal  to  general  term  from  order,  denying 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  from  the  last  judgment. 

In  June,  1869,  defendant,  in  disobedience  of  the  instruc- 
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tioDS  of  commissioners  of  highways  of  the  town  of  Onon- 
daga,  (not  controverted  in  the  bill,)  dug  a  ditch  along  the 
vrest  side  of  the  highway,  adjoining  plaintiff's  premises  in 
said  town,  from,  and  opened  a  sluice  at,  school  house,  (noted 
on  map  which  forms  a  part  of  this  bill),  and  closed  another 
sluice-way  leading  from  said  school .  house  across  the  N.  and 
&  road,  and  down  the  E.  and  W.  or  cross-road,  which, 
from  since  1860  or  1861,  conveyed  the  waters  draining 
and  springing  from  the  hills  S.  and  S.  W.  of  said  school 
house,  on  to  defendant's  farm  at  a  point  noted  on  said 
map,  commingling  wateFs  accumulating  below  the  sluice 
near  to  a  butternut  tree,  (also  noted,)  with  a  large 
volume  of  water  accumulating  above  said  sluice,  which 
latter  water  had  from  time  immemorial  up  to- 1860  or  1861, 
been  accustomed  to  flow  through  natural  channels  or  ravines 
upon  defendant's  farm,  through  said  butternut  tree  sluice, 
was  precipitated  upon  the  plaintifl's  meadow,  by  the  de- 
fendant, causing  the  damages  complained  of, 

That  the  cross-road  sluice  at  school  house  was  erected  and 
maintained  under  directions  of  highway  authorities  of  said 
town. 

That  the  butternut  sluice  was  closed  at  same  time  of  efeo- 
tion  of  §aid  cross-road  sluice  in  1860  or  1861,  which  caused 
all  the  waters  then  to  flow  down  said  cross-road. 

That  the  waters  accumulating  below  or  N.  of  butternut 
tree  sluice  prior  to  last-named  erection  were  prescribed  to 
run  through  plaintiffs  meadow,  but  not  in  ^quantity  sufficient 
to  do  any  damage. 

That  more  water  accumulated  S.  of  butternut  tree  sluice 
than  N.  ot  or  below  it. 

That  the  distance  from  school  house  through  Moran  sluice 
to  point  of  discharge  on  to  defendant's  farm,  is  about  three 
times  that  down  the  cross-road  to  same  point,  and  a  forced 
passage,  while  the  latter  is  easy,  expeditious  and  natural. 

The  washing  of  cross-road  was  capable  of  permanent 
repair. 
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Conflict  of  evidence  on  prescriptive  right  to  flow  waters 
above  butternut  tree  sluice. 

At  folio  56 J,  jury  charged  in  strici  conformity  with  inti- 
mations of  this  court  in  60  Barb.  jB.,  390. 

Public  had  acquired  right  to  turn  waters  below  or  N. 
of  butternut  tree. 

Upon  conflict,  the  question  of  prescription  in  public,  to 
waters  above  or  S.  of  butternut  tree  submitted  to  jury, 
(who  found  against  defendant.) 

That  if  public  had  such  prescriptive  right,  our  action 
could  not  be  maintained. 

Folio  64  limits  plaintiff^'s  recovery  to  damages  caused  by 
waters  which  public  had  no  right  to  turn.  The  charge  at 
folio  64,  construed  and  understood  by  jury  to  mean  butter- 
nut tree  sluice  instead  of  butternut  tree. 

LuDiNGTON  and  Gillespie,  attorneys  for  plaintiff. 

I.  Two  questions  only  submitted  to  this  court. 

1st.  Was  there  any  error  in  allowing  a  proposed  amend- 
ment of  pleading  not  in  form  madet 

2d.  Was  there  en-or  in  charge  at  folios  62 J,  63J,  64,  or 
in  refusing  request  at  folios  68.  69  t 

II.  Upon  the  first  question,  the  5th  sub-division  of  ^^366 
of  Code,  in  express  terms  empowers  the  county  court  to 
allow  such  amendment 

1st  But  such  amendment  was  not  essential ;  for  all  forms 

of  action  were  abolished,  and  the  complaint  contained  all 

facts  necessary  to   maintain  the  aption. 

2d.  Quare  clausam  fregit  was  the  ancient  form,'  because 

our  close  is  just  as  effectually  broken  and  entered  by  defend- 
ant's agent,  the  element  of  wrongful  waters,  as  by  a  crow- 
bar or  pick-axe  applied  to  our  gateway. 

3d.  No  amendment  was  in  form  made. 

nL  Does  the  office  of  overseer  of  highways  confer  upon 
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defendant  in. this  case,  rights,  powers,  immunities  from  action, 
an  individual  hath  not  f 

We  answer  not ;  because 

1st.  At  folio  38  the  bill  shows  evidence  not  controverted; 
that  defendant,  as  ovei-seer,  was  directed  by  the  commiss- 
ioner of  highways  of  said  town  not  to  do  the  act  com- 
plained of. 

2d.  As  matter  of  law,  ^^  all  the  powers  of  overseers  must 
be  taken  to  be  subordinate  to,  and  under  the  superior  control 
of  the  orders  of  the  commissioners,  whom  they  are  bound 
to  obey.''     {Bartlett  agt.  Crojzier,  17  John^Sy  jR.,  447.) 

a.  This  case  is  not  reversed  or  criticised,  but  followed 
and  approved,  up  to  the  present  time,  by  the  court  of 
appeals.  (See  WaWs  table  of  cases,  37.)  Hence  the  ex- 
ceptions referred  to  assumed  an  official  capacity  in  defend- 
ant to  do  this  act,  which  the  bill  concedes  did  not  exist 
officially,  the  act  being  interdicted  by  defendant's  superior 
officers. 

6.  But  suppose  this  was  yet  an  open  question,  that  there 
wa«  conflict  upon  it,  in  evidence,  then  the  request  should 
have  been  qualified  by  making  provisions  for  a  finding 
whether  the  act  was  interdicted  by  competent  authority. 

Also  as  to  whether  the  act  was  reasonable,  necessary,  and 
not  an  abuse  of  official  discretion,  if  not  interdicted  by  the 
commissioners.  For  a  request  to  charge  must  be  in  such 
form  that  the  court  tnay  charge  in  the  very  terms  of  the 
request  without  qualification.  {Carpenter  vs.  Stiltvell,  11  N, 
r.,  79.) 

c.  The  point  here  made  is  not  that  defendant,  as  overseer, 
was  "  not  ordered "  as  put  in  this  case  in  60  J?ar6.,  391, 
but  that  he  was  ordered  not  to  do  the  act  complained  of  by 
the  commissioners  of  highways.  This  must  surely  render  his 
attempted  justification  abortive. 

IV.  As  an  officer,  aside  from  the  protest  of  the  commis- 
sioners, he  had  no  right  to  turn  the  waters  above  the  butter- 
nut tree  sluice  upon  us.      {Thompson  on  HightcaySy   152  j 
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Cooh  on  Highway Sy    113 ;    Flummer  agt.  Sturtevanty  32 
Maincy   325.) 

Nor  can  defendant  excuse  himself  by  saying  (as  is  contem- 
plated by  his  request),  that  some  other  party  had  increased 
the  flow  before  he  did  the  act  complamed  of. 

He  cannot  thus  visit  the  sins  of  another  upon  this  plain- 
tiff.    {Note  (a)  Martin  agt.  RiddUj  26  Penn.y  416.) 

a.  A  road  must  be  worked  so  as  not  to  obstruct  the  na- 
tural flow  of  water.  (People  agt.  Kingman^  24  N.  y.j 
569.; 

Conceding  that  there  are  many  cases  of  constructing, 
grading,  leveling  and  repairing  highways  by  oflicers  having 
lawful  authority  in  the  which  an  injury  occurs  from  a  rea- 
sonable exercise  of  such  authority  which  are  damnum 
absque  injuria. 

Yet  the  courts  draw  between  those  cases  and  this,  a  sharp, 
weU-deffned  line  of  distinction  ;  and  we  assert  that  no  ap- 
proved case  can  be  found  in  this,  or  in  any  other  state,  or 
in  England,  which  confers  upon  the  pettiest  oflBcer  of  a  town 
immunity  from  action,  who  diverts  from  their  ancient  natu- 
ral channels  either  surface  or  living  waters  which  have  been 
accustomed  to  flow  on  his  own  land  from  time  immemorial, 
and  casts  them  upon  his  neighbor's  land  to  his  damage,  upon 
any  pretext.  But  the  converse  of  this  has  been  held  in  all 
countries  almost  as  long  as  those  channels  have  existed. 

V.  The  defendant,  as  a  private  person,  has  no  sucb  right. 
{SamH  A.  Foot  et  aly  agt.  Bronson  et  aZ,  4  Lansing^  47.) 
Nor  to  divert  waters,  which  he  has  a  right  to  turn  if  com- 
mingled with  waters  he  is  not  entitled  to  divert.  {Thomas 
agt.  Kenpony  1  DaZy,  132;  Bellows  agt.  Sachetty  16  Barb.y 
97 ;  Bellinger  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  B.  i?.,  23  N.  Y.y  42 ;  Kaiij^- 
man  agt.  Griesmer,  26  Penn.y  407.) 

Surface  water  shall  follow  natural  channels  same  as  living 
water.  {Kauffman  agt.  Griesmery  supra  ;  Miller  agt.  Lau- 
bach.  47  Penn.  154.) 

Therefore  this  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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By  the  court,  Johnson,  J. — There  was  no  error  in  the 
county  court  in  allowing  the  amendment  fo  the  extent  that 
it  was  allowed,  as  it  did  not  change  the  cause  of  action  or 
alter  it  in  any  particular. 

True  the  complaint  before  the  justice  did  in  terras  charge 
the  defendant  with  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close, 
but  the  facts  which  constitute  the  real  cause  of  action  were 
stated,  and  these  showed  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  not 
by  breaking  and  entering,  but  by  opening  a  sluice  in  a  high- 
way and  turning  the  waters  in  the  ditch  of  said  highway 
upon  the  plaintiff's  land  to  his  injury. 

The  allegation  of  breaking  and  entering  were  clearly  upon 
the  face  of  the  complaint  mere  surplusage,  and  there  was  no 
error  committed  in  so  amending  the  complaint  as  to  allow 
the  true  cause  of  action  therein  stated  only  to  remain. 

The  cause  of  action  was  plainly  what  would  have  been  for- 
merly known  as  an  action  on  the  case,  and  it  was  tried  as 
such,  and  no  injury  was  done  to  the  defendant  by  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  question  at  issue,  and  which  was  tried,  was  whether 
an  overseer  of  highways  has  the  right  in  making  repairs  upon 
a  highway  within  his  district,  in  other  respects  suitable  and 
proper,  to  change  a  natural  watercourse,  or  the  natural  course 
of  surface  water  drainage,  so  as  to  ca§t  the  water  upon  the 
lands  of  an  owner,  abutting  upon  a  highway  where  it  had 
not  been  previously  accustomed  to  flow,  or  to  increase  con- 
siderably in  volume  and  quantity  either  the  waters  in  a  natu- 
ral watercourse  or  from  surface  drainage,  flowing  upon  such 
land  to  the  injury  of  the  owner  thereof. 

We  think  it  clear  that  the  overseer  has  no  such  right,  and 
hold  the  law  so  to  be. 

This  results,  we  think,  from  the  nature  of  the  right  of  the 
public  in  a  highway. 

It  is  a  mere  right  of  passage  over  the  soil,  and  although 
the  public  has  the  right  to  alter,  shape  and  fashion  its  road- 
way in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  convenient,  safe  and 
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useful  for  the  purposes  of  passage,  still  abutting  and  adjoin- 
ing lauds,  outside  of  the  way  and  not  servient  estates  to  this 
right  of  way  so  as  to  authorize  the  public  through  its  officers 
to  chan2:e  a  natural  watercourse,  or  the  natural  course  of  sur- 
face  waters  in  regard  to  such  lands  to  the  injury  of  the  own- 
ers with  impunity. 

The  public  must  construct  and  repair  their  way  with  refer- 
ence to  the  rights  of  adjoining  owners  of  lands. 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  justified  tlie  acts  complained 
of  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  overseer  of  the  highway, 
and  that  such  acts  were  necessary  for  the  benefit  of  the  high- 
way. 

The  road  was  a  north  and  south  road,  and  the  water  flowed 
northward  through  the  ditch  on  the  west  side. 

The  evidence  showed  and  the  court  held  that  in  1S62  the 
public  had  acquired  by  user  a  prescriptive  right  to  have  the 
w^ater  flow  through  this  ditch  from  a  point  as  far  south  as  a 
certain  butternut  tree,  and  through  the  sluice  which  the  de- 
fendants opened  at  the  time  in  question  upon  the  plaintiS's 
meadow  where  it  flowed  at  the  time  complained  of. 

In  1SG2  a  change  was  made  by  filling  up  the  west  ditch 
at  a  point  between  the  sluice  in  question  and  the  butternut 
tree,  and  another  sluice  made  across  the  road  at  that  point, 
which  had  the  effect  to  turn  all  the  water  coming  from  the 
south  to  that  point  down  the  south  ditch  of  an  east  and 
west  road,  which  there  intersected  the  north  and  south  road. 

The  effect  of  this  had  been  to  make  a  deep  gully  on  the 
south  side  of  the  east  and  west  road,  and  to  render  the  road 
unsafe  and  dangerous  to  travelers.  To  remedy  this  difficulty 
and  to  prevent  further  injury  to  the  east  and  west  road  the 
defendant,  as  overseer,  filled  up  the  new  sluice,  cleaned  out 
the  west  ditch  on  the  north  and  south  road,  and  restored  "it 
t«»  the  condition  in  which  it  was  at  that  place  prior  to 
1S62.  ^ 

He  also  reopened  the  sluice,  which,  it  seems,  had  in  the 
meantime  become  filled  up  or  closed,  so  that  the  water  in  the 
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west  ditch  passed  through  and  upon  the  plaintifi's  land,  as  it 
had  prior  to  18G2. 

The  court  ruled  and  charged  the  jury,  that  if  by  this  last 
change  the  defendant  had  only  restored  the  west  ditch  and 
the  sluice  then  reopened,  to  the  same  condition  in  which 
they  were  prior  to  1SG2,  and  no  water  passed  through 
and  upon  the  plaintiS's  land  except  what  came  into 
the  ditch  between  the  sluice  through  which  the  water 
passed  and  the  butter-nuf  tree,  the  defendant's  acts 
were  justifiable,  and  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. 

There  was  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show,  that  prior 
to  the  time  when  the  new  sluice  was  made  and  the  water 
turned  down  the  south  ditch  of  the  east  and  west  road,  there 
was  a  sluice  just  above  and  south  of  the  butternut  tree  across 
this  north  and  south  road,  by  means  of  which  all  the  water 
coming  through  the  west  ditch  south  of  the  butternut  tree 
was  carried  across  the  road  and  down  through  a  natural  de- 
pression in  the  surface  of  the  land,  upon  lands  owned  by  the 
defendant,  and  that  this  sluice  was  filled  up  about  the  time 
the  ditch  was  filled  up,  at  the  intersection  of  the  east  and 
west  road,  and  the  sluice  there  made  to  carry  the  water  into 
the  ditch  of  the  other  road,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  bring 
the  water  from  a  distance  considerably  further  south  than 
the  butternut  tree,  and  increased  the  volume  and  quantity  of 
water  in  the  west  ditch  at  the  point  of  the  intersection  of  the 
east  and  west  road  and  at  the  sluice,  by  which  the  water  was 
cjirried  upon  the  plaintiff's  meadow.  It  was  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  the  evidence  on  his  side  tended  to  show  that  it 
was  this  increased  volume  and  quantity  of  water  which  oc- 
casioned the  injury,  and  that  but  for  this  increase  no  injury 
would  have  happened.  These  facts  were  controverted  by 
the  defendant,  who  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  for 
more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  1 862  the  water  had  flowed 
through  the  west  ditch  the  same  distance  from  the  soutli, 
and  that; no  change  had  been  made  within  that   time  by 
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which  the  quantity  of  water  flowing  through  that  ditch  had 
been  increased. 

These  disputed  questions  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  charged  that  if  the  watier  from  the  same  distance  had 
flowed  through  the  ditch  for  twenty  years,  the  plaintiff*  could 
not  recover,  but  if  it  had  not,  and  the  injury  was  occasioned 
by  the  increased  volume  of  water  from  the  longer  distance, 
the  plain  tifi*  was  entitled  to  recover  such  damages.  The 
jury  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintifil  The  defendant's  coun- 
sel excepted  to  this  part  of  the  charge. 

The  charge,  we  think,  was  clearly  right. 

The  defendant,  doubtless  in  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duty  as  overseer,  had  the  right  to  make  such  change  as  he 
might  in  the  exercise  of  his  judgment  deem  necessary,  not 
only  by  way  of  repair  of  the  road,  but  by  way  of  preventing 
further  injury,  provided  that  in  so  doing  he  did  not  interfere 
with  the  rights  of  others. 

He  might  for  this  purpose  unquestionably  restore  the  way 
as  it  was  when  the  change  was  made  in  1862,  and  the  pub- 
lic to  all  the  rights  they  then  had  which  had  not  become 
forfeited. 

But  if  he  undertook  to  restore,  he  should  have  restored  the 
way  in  all  respects  to  the  condition  it  was  in  at  and  prior  to 
18G2,  and  the  public  to  the  rights  it  then  had. 

He  had  no  right  to  leave  the  sluice,  which  would  carry  off 
water  from  the  ditch  to  his  own  land,  closed,  and  open  the 
sluice  which  would  carry  the  water  which  should  rightfully 
pass  to  his  own  land  upon  the  land  .of  his  neighbor.  This 
the  jury  have  found  he  has  done. 

The  court  properly  refused  to  charge  as  requested  by  the 
defendant. 

The  substance  of  that  request  was  that  the  defendant 
had  the  right  to  make  the  change  for  the  benefit  of  the 
road  if  he  acted  in  good  faith,  even  if  it  had  the  effect 
to  throw  more  water  upon  the  plaintiff'^s  land  than  had 
been    carried    there    before,   or    than    would    have    gone 
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there  had  the  entire  way  been  restored  to  its  former  con- 
dition. 

This  proposition,  as  we  have  undertaken  to  show,  cannot 
be  maintained. 

It  mast  be  obvious  to  any  one  that  an  overseer  of  high- 
ways cannot  by  any  act  of  his  own  either  confer  any  new 
rights  upon  the  public,  or  impose  any  new  burdens  upon  in- 
dividuals to  their  injury. 

The  judgment^  we  think;  is  right;  and  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Edwabd  Savage,  agt.  The  Howard  Insurance  Company. 

Edward    Savage    agt.    The    Long    Island    Insurance 

Company. 
« 

The  defendants  issued  &  policy  of  tnsurance  to  Marilla  Kirk,  executrix  and  trustee 
ot  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased,  insuring  "the  heirs  and  representatiyes  of  Andrew 
Kirk,  deceased,"  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  for  one  year,  to  the  extent  of 
$1,000,  on  a  grist  mill  belonging  to  said  estate.  Subsequently  Mrs.  K.,  the  trus< 
tee  daring  the  term  of  insurance  and  previous  to  the  fire,  sold  said  mill  to  one 
Arnold  (who  was  in  possession  under  a  lease)  for  $8,000,  and  took  back  a  mort- 
gage to  secure  $7,000  of  the  purchase  money.  There  was  no  assignment  of  the 
policy  by  Mrs.  K.  nor  any  notice  of  the  sale  given  to  the  company.  The  plaintiff 
was  substituted  as  trustee  in  place  of  Mrs.  K.  before  the  commencemeni  of  this 
action.    The  policy  contained  the  following  clause,  to  wit : 

*'  If  the  property  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  takes  place  in  the  title  oi 
possession,  whether  by  legal  process,  or  judicial  decree,  or  voluntary  tratisfer,  oi 
conveyance,"  then  the  policy  shall  be  void. 

JTeld  that  this  clause  did  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture  or  render  the  policy  invalid. 
It  was  the  tru8t  fvmd  that  was  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  insurance,  and 
•there  has  been  no  transfer  of  that  property  or  interest.  Affirming  St  O,  at  Sp&' 
cial  Termt  43  Ebw.) 

Third  Department.     General  Term^  October  1872. 

Before  Potter,  Parker  and  Daniels,"  J.J. 

These  two  cases  are  appeals  from  a  jndgment  upon  a  trial 
at  circuit,  .before  a  judge,  without  a  jury.  The  findings 
of  fact  are  without  exception,  and  the  two  cases  are  with- 
out material  difference. 

The  material  portions  of  such  findings  are  as  follows : 
1.  That  Andrew  Kirk,  late  of  the  city  of  Albany,  now 
deceased,  in  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  appointed 
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Manila  Kirk  as  sole  executrix  thereof,  and  that  said  will  had 
been  duly  proved  as  a  will,  having  reference  to  both  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  that  said  Manila  Kirk  dulf  qualified  and 
entered  upon  her  duties  as  such  executrix  of  said  last  wiU 
and  testament 

2d'.  That  the  said  Andrew  Kirk,  in  and  by  his  last  will 
and  testament,  gave  the  said  Marilla  Kirk  all  his  real  estate 
in  trust,  among  other  things  to  hold,  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
same,  and  to  take  back  mortgages  upon  such  sales,  and  to 
collect  all  the  rents  issues  and  income  thereof,  and  to  let  and 
lease  all  or  any  portion  of  said  real  estate,  and  with  power 
to  insure  any  of  the  said  property  from  loss  or  damage  by 
fire  ;  at  her  discretion  pay  the  premiums  of  insurance  and 
collect  the  amount  of  loss  when  sustained,  and  afler 
deducting  from  rents  and  income  of  said  estate  her  ex- 
penses and  annuity  ,  provided  in  said  will,  then  she  is 
directed  to  divide  the  remainder  of  the  nett  income  of 
said  estate  among  the  heirs  of  the  said  Andrew  Kirk, 
deceased. 

3d.  That  the  said  Andrew  Kirk,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
was  the  owner  of  the  said  estate  embracing  the  two-story 
frame,  grist  mill  and  machinery  hereafter  mentioned ;  and 
the  Bame,  by  said  will,  passed  to  said  Marilla  Kirk,  in  trust, 
as  aforesaid. 

4th.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  duly  created  by 
and  under  the  laws  of  this  state.     That  on  or  about  the  19th 
day  of  September,  1868,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  by 
the  said  MariUa  Kirk,  as  executrix  as  aforesaid  to  the  defend- 
ant, of  the  premium  of  twenty  dollars  duly  paid,  the  defend- 
ant,   by   their  agents,  properly  authorized   thereto,  made, 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  said  Marilla  Kirk  a  policy  of 
insurance  No.  2652,  duly  signed  by  the  treasurer  and  secre- 
tary  of  said  insurance  company,  wherein  the  said  insurance 
company  certified  and  agreed  to  insure  the  heirs  and  repre- 
sentatives of  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased,  against  loss  or  damage 
by   fire  to  the  amount  of  81,000  on  their  two-story  frame 
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grist  mill,  machinery  and  fixtures  attached  owned  by  them, 
and  propelled  by  water,  situate  on  the  Norman  kill,  in  the 
town  of  Bethlehem,  Albany  county ;  and  the  said  defendant 
also  therein  agreed  to  make  good  unto  the  said  assured,  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  all  such  immediate  loss 
ox  damage  not  exceeding  in  amount  the  sum  or  sums  insured 
as  above  specified,  as  shall  happen  by  fire  to  the  property  so 
specified,  from  September  19th,  1869,  to  September  19th, 
1870,  at  12  o'clock  at  noon. 

5th.  That  the  said  policy  of  insurance  did  contain  the  fol- 
lowing conditions,  among  other  things,  to  wit :  ^^  If  the 
property  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  take  place  in 
the  title  or  possession,  whether  by  legal  process  or  judicial 
decree,  or  voluntary  transfer,  or  conveyance,  etc.,  then,  and 
in  every  such  case,  this  policy  shall  be  void ;  and  also  when 
property  has  been  sold  and  delivered  .or  otherwise  disposed 
of,  so  that  all  interest  or  liability  on  the  part  af  the  assured 
herein  named  has  ceased,  this  insurance  on  such  property 
shall  immediately  terminate.'^ 

6th.  That  Henry  O.  Arnold  went  into  possession  and 
occupation  of  said  mill  in  March,  1869,  as  a  tenant 
of  said  Marilla  Kirk,  executrix,  and  was  in  possession  and 
occupation  of  said  mill  at  the  time  said  policy  of  insur- 
ance was  given,  and  has  since  continued  to  occupy  said 
milL 

7th.  That  prior  to  the  burning  of  said  grist  mill,  and  on 
or  about  the  month  of  February,  1870,  the  said  insured  grist 
miU  was  conveyed  by  said  Marilla  Kirk,  as  such  executrix, 
by  deed  to  said  Henry  O.  Arnold  for  $8,000;  that  said 
Arnold  paid  cash  $1,000,  and  gave  back  to  said  Maiilla  Kirk, 
as  such  executrix,  a  purchase  money  mortgage  for  $7,000, 
as  and  for  the  balance  of  the  consideration  money ;  that  the 
policy  of  insurance  was  not  assigned  ,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  notice  of  said  sale,  and  that  *no  consent  to  the 
same  was  indorsed  on  said  policy ;  that  said  moi-tgage  has 
not  been  paid  or  any  part  thereofl 
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Sth.  That  OQ  the  31st  day  of  July,  1S70,  said  grist  mill  was 
entirely  destroyed  by  fire,  together  with  a  large  portion  of 
the  machinery  and  fixtures,  which  was  a  loss  to  the  said 
heirs  and  representatives  of  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased,  to  the 
amount  of  over  $4,000. 

9th.  That  due  notice  of  said  fire  and  proof  of  losses  were 
given  to  the  said  insurance  company  in  the  manner  required 
by  them,  and  according  to  the  conditions  of  said  policy,  on 
the  first  day  of  September,  1870. 

10th.  That,  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  J  871,  the  said  Marilla 
Kirk  was,  upon  her  own  petition,  removed  from  the  said  of- 
fice in  due  form  by  an  order  of  the  Surrogate  of  the  County 
of  Albany,  in  which  the  said  last  will  and  testament  of  An- 
drew Kirk,  deceased,  was  admitted  to  probate,  and  was  re- 
corded, and  the  plaintiff*  wajs  at  the  same  time  duly  appointed 
by  order  of  said  surrogate  administrator,  with  the  will  an- 
nexed of  said  Andrew  £irk,  deceased,  and  duly  qualified  as 
such. 

11th.  That,  on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1871,  the  said  Ma- 
rilla Eark  presented  to  the  Supreme  Court  her  resignation  of 
jthe  trusts  hereinbefore  set  forth,  and  the  said  court,  upou 
said  resignation,  and  upon  the  petition  of  Mary  K.  Harrison, 
one  of  the  heirs  and  cestui  que  trust,  interested  in  the  exe- 
jcution  of  said  trusts,  by  an  order  duly  made  at  a  special 
term  bald  at  the  City  of  Albany,  on  the  said  29th  day  of 
August,  1871,  accepted  said  resignation,  and  removed  said 
Marilla  Kirk  firoija  her  said  office,  and  appointed  the  plaintiff 
in  her  place  test£\^entary  trustee,  under  said  la^t  will  and 
j;astajuient;  with  power  to  execute  said  trusts. 

FINDIN08  OP    hAW. 

Jst.  That  the  words  "  heirs  and  representatives'^  sufficiently 
described  Mrs.  Marilla  Kirk,  the  executrix  and  trustee,  who 
had,  under  the  will  of  or  descent  firom  Andrew  iKirk,  de- 
ceased^ the  title  to  the  property. 
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2d.  That  the  conditions  contained  in  the  policy  should  be 
construed  as  referring  to  the  transfer  or  conveyance  of  the 
entire  insurable  interest. 

3d.  That  the  conveyance  by  Mrs.  Marilla  Kirk,  as  execu- 
trix, to  Henry  O.  Arnold,  and  the  reconveyance  by  Henry 
O.  Arnold  to  said  Marilla  Kirk,  as  executrix,  by  way  of 
mortgage,  for  seven-eighths  of  the  title,  does  not  constitute 
such  change  or  transfer  of  title  or  interest  as  to  make  void 
the  policy. 

6th.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendants the  amount  of  insurance  claimed,  being  one  thous- 
and dollars,  with  intere^  thereon  from  November  1,  1870, 
making  at  this  date  one  thousand  and  ninety-four  dollars 
and  sixty-seven  cents. 

The  appeal  to  this  court  is  upon  the  law  of  the  case  as 
found  by  the  judge. 

John  Gould,  for  plaintiff 

I,  Policies  of  insurance  should  be  construed  liberally,  for 
the  interest  alike  of  both  parties,  "  Justice  should  never  be 
strangled  in  the  nets  of  form.^^  White  agt.  the  H.  R.  Ins. 
Co.,  15  How.y  288.. 

n.  The  plaintiff  having  contracted  with  the  defendants 
for  insurance,  and  not  having  assigned  the  policy,  although 
*  having  sold  the  premisei  without  notice  to  or  consent  of  the 
defendants,  retains  an  insurable  interest  in  the  property,  to 
the  extent  of  seven- eighths  of  the  entire  value  of  the  prop- 
erty destroyed,  as  mortgagee,  and  is  entitled  to  receive  the 
insurance.  {Shotwell  agt.  The  Jeff.  Ins.  Co.y  6  Bosw.^  24:7  ; 
The  ^tna  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  agt.  Tyler^  16  Wend.y  385;  How- 
ard  agt.  The  Albany  Ins.  Co.y  3  DeniOy  301.) 

ni.  A  mere  change  of  ownership  of  the  subject  insured 
will  not  avoid  the  policy,  provided  there  be  an  insurable  in- 
terest at  the  time  of  the  loss.  {Fernandez  et  al,j  agt.  The 
Great  Western  Ins.  Co.y  3  Rolt.^  457 ;  Phelps;  Executrix^ 
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etc.j  agt  The  Gebhard  Fire  Ins.  Co.j  9  Bosw.,  404 ;  Hitch- 
cock agt.  The  North  Western  Ins.  Co.,  26  N.  F.,  68.) 

IV.  As  the  special  clause  relied  upon  by  the  defend- 
ants (last  part  of  Condition  1  and  Condition  4),  operates  by 
way  of  forfeiture,  it  is  to  be  construed  strictly,  and  the  trans- 
fer and  termination  of  interest  in  the  property  in  order  to 
make  void  the  policy,  must  be  a  transfer  or  termination  of 
the  whole  insurable  interest  of  the  insured  in  such  property. 
Any  change  of  the  title  which  does  not  deprive  the  assured 
of  insurable  interest,  does  not  work  that  result.  {Lajsarus 
agt.  the  Commonwealth.  Ins.  Co.y  5  Pick.y  76  /  Strong  agt. 
The  Manufacturers^  Ins.  Co.y  10  P/cZ;.,''40. ;  Amasa  Stetson 
agt.  TIieMass.  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  4  Mass.^  330 ;  Jackson 
ex  dem.  Stevens  et  al.y  agt.  Silvemailj  15  Johns. j  278. 

V.  Within  the  good  sense  and  spirit  of  the  terms  of  the 

body  of  the  policy  and  of  the  "  fourth  condition,''the  words, 
"  any  sale,  alteration  or  transfer"  should  be  construed  as  ap- 
plying to  acts  which  "  terminate'^  the  interest  of  the  as- 
sured {Van  Deusen  agt.  Charter  Oak  Ins.  Co.,  1  Ahh.y 
N.  S.,  349,  358,  S.  C,  1  Robt.,  55. 

This  sale  did  not  terminate  the  interest  of  the  insured. 

The  plaintiff  has  seven-eighths  of  the  entire  interest. 

The  theory  of  a  purchase  money  mortgage  is  that  the 
title  passes  from  vendor  into  vendee  and  back  to  vendor 
so  rapidly  that  even  a  wife's  dower  does  not  attach.  In  this 
case  the  title  passed  out  of  and  back  to  the  plaintiff  so  rapidly 
that  it  was  one  transaction,  and  therefore  could  not  render 
void  the  policy. 

Vn.  Only  a  small  part  of  the  conditions  pleaded  by  way 
of  defense,  applies  to  this  case.  All  but  a  short  clause  refers 
to  representations  and  other  formalities  to  be  observed  at 
the  time  of  eflecting  the  insurance,  and  are  only  applicable 
to  the  acts  or  statements  or  condition  of  property  at  the  time 
of  making  policy. 

Vm.  Henry  0.  Arnold,  the  owner  of  the  grist-mill  (the 
property  insursd  and  which  was  burned),  in  his  own   right 
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and  as  purchaser  of  the  property  cannot  claim  the  least 
interest  in  the  policy,  as  the  policy  was  not  assigned. 

Therefore  the  defendants  will  escape  any  payment  of  loss 
unless  held  liable  to  the  plaintiff. 

IX.  Change  of  possession  provided  against  in  Condition 
No.  1. 

Yet  insurance  compaYiies  pay  losses  to  owners,  although 
such  owners  lease  their  property  and  a  change  of  possession 
takes  place  continually  without  any  consent  of  the  company. 

In  this  case  there  was  no  change  of  occUJiation  or  pos- 
session even  after  sale. 

X.  The  mortgagee  in  equity  withoaft  fraud  on  his  part 
should  be  protected,  although  he  may  not  have  conformed  to 
an  arbitrary  rule  of  the  insurance  company  when  the  com- 
pany can  show  no  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  insured,  and  no 
damage  on  account  of  any  breach  of  any  condition. 

XI.  Marilla  Kirk,  as  executrix  and  testamentaiy  trustee, 
was  both  real  and  personal  representatives  of  Andrew  Kirk,  de- 
ceased.   (2,  BurriWs  Law  Diet,  407 ;  2,  Stephens^  Com,,  243. 

Xn.  The  title  to  the  grist  mill  passed  to  Marilla  Kirk,  in 

trust,  by  virtue  of  the  will.     She,  as  executrix  and  trustee, 

had  an  insurable  interest  therein,  and  paid  the  premium  and 

received  the  policy,  and  is  properly  described  by  the  terms 

"  heirs  and  representatives."      Clinton  agt.  Hope  Ins.  Co.^ 

51  Barh.,  647,  652 ;  HerJcimer  agt.  Bice,  27  N.  Z,  163. 

XIII.  Unless  Marilla  Kirk  is  the  proper  party  to  recover 
the  insurance,  the  policy  is  of  no  avail  to  any  one,  for  there 

was  no  privity  of  contract  with  any  one  else. 

M.  Hale,  for  defendant 

I.  The  policy  contained  a  provision  that  "  if  the  property 
be  sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  take  place  in  titie  or 
possession,  whether  by  legal  process,  or  judicial  decree,  or 
voluntary  transfer,  or  conveyance,  without  the  consent  ol 
the  company  indorsed  thereon,  the  policy  shall  be  void.^ 
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It  was  proved  and  admitted,  and  foand  by  the  court,  that 
in  February,  1870,  Mrs.  Kirk  conveyed  the  insured  pro- 
perty to  Henry  O.  Arnold  for  $8,000  (taking  back  a  mort- 
gage for  $7,000  of  the  purchase  money) ;  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  notice  of  the  sale,  and  that  no  consent  to  the 
same  was  indorsed  on  the  policy. 

The  provision  of  the  policy  above  quoted  was  a  part  of 
the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  must  be  construed  so 
as  to  give  effect  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  the  ianguage 
employed  must  be  taken  in  its  ordinary  popular  sense. 
(Springfield  F.  <&  M.  Co.y  agt.  Allen,  43  N.  F.,  389,  394.) 

Upon  any  possible  rule  of  construction,  it  could  not  be 
doabted  for  a  moment,  if  the  question  were  an  original  one, 
that  the  conveyance  of  the  entire  fee  was  a  change  in  title, 
or  that  the  purchase  by  Arnold  for  $8,000,  and  the  deed  by 
Mrs.  Kirk  constituted  a  sale,  and  no  one  could  be  found  who 
would  say  that  the  taking  back  of  a  mortgage  for  the  pur- 
chase money  prevented  a  "  change,'^  and  left  the  title  the 
same  as  before  the  conveyance,  or  that  the  property  was  any 
the  less  "  sold  "  because  a  mortgage  was  given  for  part  of 
the  price.  At  the  date  of  the  policy  and  renewal,  Mrs. 
Kirk  held  title  in  fee  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs  of 
Andrew  Kirk,  deceased.  At  the  time  of  the  fire,  Arnold 
was  the  owner  in  fee,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  $7,000  held 
by  Mrs.  Kirk.  Mrs.  Kirk,  in  her  proof  of  loss,  swears  that 
the  -property  was  "  sold  ^  and  conveyed  by  her  to  Arnold. 

And  in  order  to  sustain  this  recovery  the  court  must  hold 
that  these  facts  show  no  "change  in  title,^  and  also  that 
though  Arnold  "  purchased  '^  the  property  it  was  not  ^•'[sold." 

The  learned  judge,  before  whom  the  case  was  tried,  how- 
ever supposed  that  the  case  of  Hitchcock  agt.  N,  W.  Ins. 
Co.,  (26  N.  Y,y  68)  had  established  a  doctrine  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  here  could  recover. 

In  this  it  is  respectfully  submitted  the  learned  judge  was 
manifestly  in  error. 

The  clause  relied  on  by  the  defendant  in  that  case  was  that 
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ia  case  of  the  transfer  or  tertnination  of  the  interest  of  the 
assured,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  without  the  consent  of 
the  company,  the  policy  should  be  void ;  and  the  court  held 
that  a  change  of  the  title,  which  did  not  deprive  the  assured 
of  insurable  interest,  did  not  work^  a  forfeiture. 

But  here  the  agreement  is,  that  if  the  property  be  sold  or 
transferred,  or  if  any  change  take  place  in  title  or  possession 
without  consent  of  the  company,  the  policy  shalj  be  void.  It 
is  conceded  in  the  case  of  Hitchcock  agt.  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  (26  N. 
Y.y  74),  that  language  might  be  used  which  would  accomplish 
the  result  claimed  by  the  defendant.  Can  any  longuage  be 
suggested  more  apt  for  that  purpose  than  that  employed  in 
this  case,  by  which  any  sale  of  the  property  or  any  change 
in  title  without  the  company's  consent,  is  made  a  forfeiture  ? 

And  it  is  virtually  conceded  by  Judge  Selden  in  that  case, 
in  the  language  quoted  by  the  court  below  in  this  case,  that 
there  was  there  a  "change  of  title,''  though  not  a  teimination 
of  interest. 

Indeed,  upon  the  construction  given  to  the  policy  by  the 
court  below,  neither  the  words  "  change  of  title,'*  nor  the 
words  "  if  the  property  be  sold,"  have  any  force. 

The  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  under  a  policy  with 
the  condition  that  all  alienations  and  alterations  in  the  own- 
ership of  the  property  insured  without  consent  should  make 
void  the  policy,  held  that  the  making  of  a  mortgage  by  the 
asssured,  though  not  an  "  alienation,"  was  an  "  alteration," 
and  not  having  been  consented  to  by  the  company,  rendered 
the  policy  void.  {Edmunds  agt.  Mutual  Safety  F.  Ins, 
Co.,  1  AUen,  311 ;  and  see  Springfield  F,  &  M,  Ins.  Co., 
agt.  Allen,  43  K  T.,  397.) 

n.  The  policy  also  contained  a  clause,  that  "  if  the  inter- 
est of  the  assured  in  the  property  be  any  other  than  the 
entire,  unconditional  and  sole  ownership  of  the  property,  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  assured,  •  •  •  it  must  be  so 
represented  to  the  company  and  so  expressed  in  thet  written 
pwi;  of  this  policy,  otherwise  the  policy  shall  be  void.** 
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The  policy  was  issued  to  the  "  heirs  and  representatives 
of  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased." 

Mrs.  Kirk,  the  original  plaintiff,  was  not  an  heir  of  Andrew 
Kirk.  As  hin  executrix,  she  had  not  the  ^*  entire,  uncondi- 
tional and  sole  ownership''  of  the  property. 

In  fact  the  title  neither  of  Mrs.  Kirk,  nor  of  the  heirs  or 
devisees  of  the  deceased,  was  an  unconditional  and  sole  title. 
Mrs,  Kirk's  title  was  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  lieirs. 
The  heirs  had  no  legal  title.  It  was  a  case  where,  by  the 
terms  of  the  policy,  the  nature  of  their  title  should  have 
been  expressed  in  the  written  part  of  the  policy. 

m.  The  plaintiff,  was  not  the  real  party  in  interest  If 
the  contract  of  insurance  was  valid  it  was  with  the  heira 
and  representatives  of  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased,  the  owners 
of  the  property,  and  they  alone  could  maintain  the 
action. 

rV.  For  the  reasons  above  stated,  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed. 

By  the  Court^  Potter,  J, — ^Tt  shall  be  sufficient,  in  the  re- 
view of  this  case,  to  examine  only  the  two  questijns  pre- 
sented as  objections  to  the  recoveiy  : 

1st  That  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  or  title  to  the  pro- 
perty insured,  and  was  not,  therefore,  a  party  in  interest  eiv- 
tled  to  recover.  And  2d.  that  the  persons  named  as  "  heira 
and  representatives''  had  no  title  to  the  property  or  interest 
in  the  property.  The  whole  policy  is  not  set  forth  in  the 
case,  but  it  sufficiently  appears  Irom  the  findings  of  fact, 
which  are  uncontroverted,  that  one  Marilla  Kirk  held  the  in- 
sured property  as  a  testamentary  trustee  and  executrix  for  the 
"heirs  and  representatives"  of  one  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased, 
and  that  the  policy  of  insurance  was  issped  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  said  Marilla  Kirk  for  the  benefit  of  such  "  heirs 
and  representatives."  •  That  by  the  terms  of  the  will  the  said 
Marilla^ held  the  said   real  estate  in   trust  with  power  of 

alienation,  and  to  hold  the  proceeds  in  trust,  with  the  rents 
Toi.  XLIV.  4 
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issues  and  income,  .ind  with  directions  to  divide  the  estate 
among  the  heirs  of  the  testator. 

As  such  trustee,  she  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  said 
property,  and  the  issuing  of  tlie  said  policies  to  her  by  such 
designation^  tlie  property  would,  if  it  remained  real  estate, 
be  properly  represented  by  her  as  trustee,  and  if  sold  under 
the  conferred  power  in  the  will,  would  still  be  represented 
by  her  until  divided,  as  the  proper  legal  owner  and  repre- 
sentative of  said  heirs  or  cestue  que  trust.  Tiie  form  of  the 
policies  is  presumptive  evidence  that  the  insurers  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  character  and  title  of  the  property  they  insured, 
and  that  they  insured  it  accordingly. 

The  substitution  of  a  new  trustee  by  a  judicial  exercise 
of  power  did  not  increase  the  hazard  or  change  the  title  to 
the  property,  and  did  not  affect  the  representative  character 
of  the  insured  or  the  interest  therem.  This  objection,  there- 
fore, has  no  merit. 

2d.  The  judge  found  as  a  fact  that  during  the  term  of  in- 
surance and  previous  to  the  fire,  that  Marilla  Kirk,  the  trus- 
tee, sold  certain  Feal  estate  which  included  the  grist  mill  (the 
property  insured)  for  the  sum  of  $8,000  to  one  Henry  O. 
Arnold  without  any  change  of  possession,  and  took  back  a 
mortgage  for  $7,000  to  herself  as  executrix  for  so  much  of 
the  purchase  money  at  the  time;  that  the  policy  t)f  insurance 
was  not  assigned ;  that  the  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the 
sale,  and  that  no  consent  to  the  same  was  indorsed  upon 
the  policy,  and  that  the  insured  property  was  worth  about 
$4,000. 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  policy  in  the  following  words  : 
"If  the  property  be  sold  or  transferred,  or  if  any  change  takes 
place  in  title  or  possession,  whether  by  legal  process  or  judi- 
cial decree,  or  voluntary  transfer,  or  conveyance,  •  •  ♦ 
this  policy  shall  be  void."  Upon  this  condition  the  defense 
rests,  claiming  a  breach.  The  specific  objection  or  excep- 
tion to  the  finding  of  the  court  in  this  particular  is^  that  it 
did  not  find ;  that  the  deed  and  transfer  of  the  title  to  the 
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property  to  Henry  O.  Arnold,  without  the  consent  of  the 
company,  was  a  sale  and  transfer  of  the  property,  and  a 
change  in  the  title  thereof  by  voluntary  conveyance,  and 
that  tt  rendered  the  policy  void.  The  point  of  the  appellant 
in  this  regard  is  confined  to  his  exception  as  made.  This 
court  will  not  feel  called  upon  to  discuss  the  point  upon  any 
broader  ground  than  that  presented  by  the  case  to  the  court 
below  and  by  the  argument  presented  here. 

The  meaning  and  intent  of  insurance  contracts,  like  all 
others,  is  to  be  obtained  first  from  the  language  employed, 
and  if  by  settled  rules  of  construction  the  intent  is  not  clear 
from  the  language  itself,  then  the  surrounding  circumstances 
existing  at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into  may  be  re- 
sorted to  to  solve  the  difficulty  and  to  dispel  any  obscurity. 
{Bwarris^  177,  178,  Amer,  ed.)  The  trustee  of  the  benefi- 
ciaries of  the  insured  property  was  authorized  (by  the  testa- 
tor) to  insure  it  for  the  beneficiaries.  The  form  of  the' 
insurance  implies,  on  tlie  part  of  the  defendant,  knowledge 
of  this  power  and  of  the  parties  in  interest.  This  interest 
of  the  beneficiaries  was  in  the  trust  fund  whether  it  re- 
mained in  the  real  estate  or  became  personal  by  alienation. 
This  fund,  or  the  lien  which  secured  it,  was  the  property 
insured.  So  long  as  this  fund  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee,  whether  in  real  or  personal  estate,  the  trustee,  as 
such,  had  an  insiiTable  interest  therein.  Insuring  property  to 
one  for  "  heirs  and  representatives"  by  necessary  implica- 
tion carries  the  knowledge  that  the  beneficial  interest  was 
in  other  than  her  whose  name  was  used  as  the  representative. 
The  language,  in  its  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  expresses 
that  idea,  and  this  made  it  a  correct  description  of  the  insur- 
able interest  that  "was  insured. 

As  mortgagee  of  the  same  estate  the  thistee  had  the  same 
insurable  interest  in  the  fund,  as  personal,  as  when  it  con- 
sisted of  real  estate.  {Gordon  agt.  Mass.  &  F.  V.  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Pick.,  249.)  With  this  presumption  of  knowledge  by  the 
defendants  of  the  real  ownership  of  interest  in  the  fund,  the 
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fund  was  the  property  insur^;  and  this  becomes  the  apt 
and  appropriate  description  of  the  property,  and  is  clear 
evidence  of  what  is  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  parties, 
and  truly  indicates  what  property  or  interest  was  intended 
to  be  insured.  {Springfield  F.  and 31,  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Allen,  43 
N,  F.,  395.)  And  it  was  not  necessrry,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  that  the  interest  insured  should  be  more  spe- 
fically  stated.  {Id  396.)  The  policies  were  made  and  ac- 
cepted with  reference  to  this  knowledge.  So,  too,  it  is  held 
in  a  case  where  the  description  of  the  property  insured  was 
general,  if  a  sale  is  made,  and  the  vendor  agrees  to  stand  as 
trustee  for  the  vendee,  his  insurable  interest  remains.  {Per 
LordAsBiNQER  in  Powels  a^t  Innis  11,  Mees,  and  W.y  13.) 
And  so  where  the  sale  is  either  conditional,  or  the  vendor  re- 
tains an  insurable  interest  as  mortgagee  or  guarantor,  (I  Phil, 
on  Ins.j  %  90,)  and  where  the  insurance  is  for  the  benefit  of 
another  who  has  an  insurable  interest  in  it,  and  the  insu- 
rance in  terms  imports  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  such  other. 
{Id,y  %  91.)  This  insurable  interest  has  never  ceased.  This 
interest  was  never  transferred.  It  was  in  a  fund  constituted 
of  real  estate ;  it  remained  an  interest  in  the  same  estate. 

The  case  of  Hitchcock  agt.  N.  W,  Ins,  Co.,  26  N,  Z,  68, 
settles  the  rule  that  in  cases  where  there  is  no  special  clause 
in  the  policy  to  the  contrary,  that  no  transfer  of  interest 
will  work  a  forfeiture  which  does  not  entirely  deprive  the  as- 
signor of  a  policy  or  an  insurable  interest  therein.  In  that 
policy  was  the  following  clause:  "The  interest  of  the  as- 
sured in  this  policy  or  in  the  property  insured  is  not  assign- 
able unless  by  the  consent  of  this  corporation  manifested  in 
writing,  and  in  case  of  transfer  or  termination  of  any  such 
interest  of  the  assured,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  without 
such  consent,  this  policy  shall  from  thenceforth  be  void  and 
of  no  effect.  The  vessel  insured  was  sold  upon  a  contract 
retaining  a  lien  for  $4,000,  and  the  policy  retained  as  secu- 
rity for  such  lien  ;  but  no  consent  of  the  insurance  company 
>was  obtained.     How  does  that  condition  differ  from  the  one 
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in  the  case  at  bar  t  "  If  the  property  be  sold  or  transferred, 
or  any  change  takes  place  in  the  title  or  possession,  whether  . 
by  legal  process  or  judicial  decree  or  voluntary  trans- 
fer or  conveyance,  •  •  ♦  the' policy  shall  be  void." 
In  a  very  recent  case  of  Kitts  agt.  The  Massasoit  Ins. 
Co.y  decided  at  general  term  in  the  fifth  judicial  district, 
(56  Barb.y  177,)  it  was  held  "That  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty  and  taking  back  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase 
money,  does  not  change  the  title  within  the  meaning  of 
a  policy  of  insurance,  that  in  case  of  any  change  of  title  in 
the  property  insured  the  policy  shall  cease  and  determine." 
See  also  Van  Deusen  agt.  Charter  Oak  and  Marine  Ins* 
Co.    (1  SobL,  55.) 

These  cases  are  easily  distinguished  from  Lappin  and  Char- 
ier OaJcy  &e.j  Ins.  Co.  (5S  Barh.j  325.)  There  the  whole 
title  was  changed,  and  nothing  was  left  to  bring  the  case 
free  from  the  express  conditions. 

Unless,  then,  the  clause  in  the  policies  before  us  operates 
as  a  forfeiture,  the  case  comes  within  Hitcheoch  agt.  The  N. 
W.  Ins.  Co..  and  Kitts  agt.  I%e  Massasoit  Ins.  Co.  supra. 

This  is  the  real  question  in  the  case.  I  think  the  only 
question.  If,  as  we  have  already  cited  cases  to  show  it  was 
the  trust  fund  that  was  intended  to  be  secured  by  insurance, 
there  Las  been  no  transfer  of  that  property  or  interest,  and 
the  judgment  is  right.  See  authorities  in  cases  last  cited, 
which  go  still  further.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the  language 
of  the  condition  in  the  case  at  bar  is  much  stronger  and  more 
full  than  in  Hitchcock  agt.  The  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.,  in  having  in  ; 
it  the  words,  "  or  any  change  takes  place  in  title  or  posses- 
sion," but  in  this  it  hardly  differe  from  the  case  of  Kitts  agt. 
Massasoit  Ins.  Co.,.  And  see  Ayers  agt.  Hartford  Ins.  Co., 
(17  Iowa,  477,)  and  same  title,  (21  Id.,  185,)  same  title  (/d., 
193.)  which,  in  effect,  hold  the  same  rule.  Forfeitures  are 
never  favored  in  law  or  equity,  and  a  contract  under  which 
a  forfeiture  is  claimed  is  to  be  most  strictly  construed.  This 
is  one  rule.     There  is  no  reason  why  it  is  not  applicable  to 


54      NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Savage  agt.  Howard  Inaui'ance  Companj. 

this  case.  Vattely  in  his  19  rules  or  maxims  of  construction, 
lays  down  this  for  the  construction  of  agreements :  "  It 
(the  construction)  ought  to  be  made  in  such  a  manner  that 
all  the  parts  appear  consonant  to  each  other,  that  which  fol- 
lows With  that  which  went  before,  unless  it  manifestly  ap- 
pears that  by  the  last  clauses  something  is  changed  that  went 
•before.'' 

Buther/ord  lays  down  the  rule  as  follows:  "When  we  ex- 
plain a  doubtful  part  of  an  agreement  by  the  help  of  sonic 
other  part  of  it,  the  clause  which  we  make  use  of  for  this 
purpose  is  a  circumstance  which  is  connected  with  the  clause 
to  be  explained,  ♦  *  as  they  both  came  from  the  same 
hand,  and  are  both  formed  together  in  the  same  writing.  If 
these  are  sound  rules,  as  I  think  they  are  (2  Kent,  Com.y 
655),  we  find  another  clause  in  the  same  policy  which  must 
be  read  in  connection  with  the  clause  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant relies  for  his  defense,  which,  read  in  the  light  of  the  above 
rules  of  construction,  so  qualifies  and  explains  the  condition 
set  up  as  a  defense,  as  to  bring  it  into  harmony  with  the 
rules  above  laid  down  and  in  cases  cited  from  the  courts. 
This  other  clause  follows  the  condition  claimed,  and  is  in  the 
following  words:  "When  property  has  been  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, or  otherwise  disposed  of,  so  that  all  interest  or  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  assured  herein  named  haa  ceased  this  in- 
surance on  such  property,  shall  immediately  terminate." 
Reading  this  last  clause  in  connection  with  the  clause  set 
up  as  far  as  a  defense :  "  It  so  qualifies  and  explains  the  former 
as  to  take  away  not  only  the  force  claimed  for  it  by  the  de- 
fendant, but  also  to  make  it  consistent  with  the  law  as  laid 
down  in  the  decisions  we  have  above  cited.  It  certainly  be- 
^  comes  a  necessary  inquiry  by  the  court  to  say,  for  what 
purpose  these  latter  words  are  made  a  part  ot  the  agree- 
ment t  fiy  every  rule  of  construction  they  are  to  be  given 
some  meaniug.  They  cannot,  upon  examination,  be  found 
to  add  anything  to  the  former  clause.  Every  possible  change 
and  disposition  of  the  property  is  in   that   provided   for, 
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and  transfer  is  intended  by   the  previous  clauses.       But 

if  used  by  way  of  explanation  they  are  reasonable,  consis- 
sistent,  harmonious  and  full  of  meaning.  They  clearly  ex- 
plain, what  kind  of  change  which  makes  the  policy  void, 
yiz.:  one  that  divests  the  insured  of  all  insurable  interest 
ill  the  property  insured.  The  whole  conditions  of  the  policy 
are  to  be  viewed  and  compared  in  all  their  parts,  so  that 
every  part  of  them  may  be  consistent  and  effectual.  (2  Kent 
Com.j  655.)  The  best  interpreUition  is  always  made  by  the 
antecedents  and  the  consequents.  (2  Insty  317.)  Ex  anted- 
dcfitibtis  el  consequentihus  fit  optima  interpretation,  {Brotcn^s 
MaxitnSj  249.) 

Thus  construing  this  contract  would  be  giving  to  every 
part  ot  it  a  meaning,  and  that  meaning  consistent  with  every 
other  part  of  the  contract,  and  consistent  also  with  estab- 
lished law..  If  I  am  right  in  these  views  of  construction  the 
contract  of  insurance  is  made  a  plain,  simple  and  intelligible 
contract,  easily  understood,  all  its  parts  made  to  give  it  effect, 
and  is  taken  without  admitting  of  arbitrary,  forced  and  tech- 
nical resorts  to  aid  in  its  destruction.  The  interpretation  I 
Imve  given  it  is  a  construction  most  conformable  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice;  it  is  obtained  without  even  report- 
ing to  the  principle  that  one's  own  covenant  shall  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  himself.  It  can  stand  without  that 
upon  a  bi^is  of  good  sense,  having  good  faith  to  support  it, 
as  weU  as  the  moral  aid  of  holding  that  agreement  should  be 
enforced,  undertakings  executed  and  promises  performed. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Dai^i^U  and  Pabkeb,  J.J.,  concured. 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

William  Woodbubyj  appellant^  agt.  Alanson  P.  Morton, 

respondent. 

Upon  an  order  of  the  connty  court  granting  a  new  trial  in  an  action  in  that  ooort 
upon  a  case  and  exceptions  there  made,  the  two  items  of  $20  before  argument 
and  $40  for  argument,  cauuot  be  allowed  on  the  taxation  of  coitt.  Such  a  case  is 
expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  sob.  5,  $307  by  its  very  terms. 
The  appeal  having  been  taken  under  the  second  paragraph  of  $344  of  the  Code. 

VThere  the  plaintifT  had  an  order  for  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  on  an  appeal 
from  a  verdict  rendered  for  the  defendant  in  that  court,  in  an  action  originating  in 
a  justice's  court,  where  the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment  in  bis  favor,  and  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court,  on  appeal,  affirmed  the  order,  grauiiug  the  plaintiff  a 
new  trial ;  and  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  pariies,  previous  to  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court,  entered  into  a  stipulation  that  in  case  defendant  was  de- 
feated in  the  supreme  court  ou  such  appeal  and  the  court  refused  to  allow  him  an 
order  to  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeuls,  the  plaintiff  might  enter  judgment  in  the 
action  against  the  defendant  "  for  the  amount  of  the  jndgmelit  rendered  by  the 
justice  with  costs  of  this  action  to  be  taxed." 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  ou  retaxation  of  costs,  was  not  entitled  to  interest  on  the 
jv4tice'3  judgment.  The  stipuluciou  did  not  give  him  any  interest,  and  the  judg- 
ment did  not  draw  interest  by  operation  of  law  as  the  appeal  from  it  to  the  coun- 
ty court  superceded  it,  and  the  new  trial  in  the  county  couit  put  an  end  to  it,  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  a  claim  in  the  plaintifi's  favor. 

General  Terniy  Fourth  Department^  Marchy  1872. 
Present  Mullin,  P.  /.,  Johnson  and  Talcott,  JJ. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  directing  a  reataxtion  of 
costs  and  the  disallowance  thereon  of  certain  items  before 
taxed. 

Bp  the  courty  Johnson,  J. — The  two  items  of  $20 
before    aj-gument    and    $40    for    argument    was    properly 
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directed  to  be  stricken  out  and  disallowed  on  retaxation. 
The  plaintifi  contends  that-  he  was  entitled  to  have 
these  items  taxed^  under  sub  5  of  ^307  of  the  Code. 
But  the  appeal  to  this  court  which  was  argued,  and 
upon  which  the  right  to  have  these  items  taxed  is  claimed, 
was  from  an  order  of  the  county  court,  granting  a  new  trial 
io  an  action  in  that  court,  upon  a  case  and  exceptions  there 
made.  It  is  one  of  the  cases  expressly  excepted  from  the 
oi:)eration  of  sub  5  by  its  very  terms.  The  appeal  was 
taken  under  this  second  paragraph  of  ^344.  This  sub 
5  of  ^307  has  been  amended  by  the  addition  of  this 
second  paragraph  of  <^344  to  the  exception,  since  the  deci- 
sion in  WilliamSf  agt.  Murray^  (32  How.y  B.  J?.,  18.)  It  is 
conceded  by  the  appellant  that  the  item  of  $10  before  mo- 
tion was  properly  disallowed,  and  ordered  to  be  stricken  out. 
As  to  the  item  of  $12  20,  interest  on  the  judgment  before 
the  justice,  from  the  time  it  was  docketed,  we  think  it  was 
also  properly  ordered  to  be  disallowed  in  the  retaxation.  The 
judgment  in  the  action  was  to  be  entered  upon  a  stipula- 
tion between  the  parties  to  the  effect  that  in  case  tlie  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court  should  deny  the  defendant's  ap- 
plication for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  the 
plaintiff  might  enter  judgment  in  the  action  against  the  de- 
fendant "for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  rendered  by  the 
justice  Hiram  Parker,  with  costs  of  this  action  to  be  taxed. 
The  action  was  commenced  in  a  justice's  court,  where  the 
plaintifi  had  a  judgment,  from  which  the  defendant  appealed 
for  a  new  trial  to  the  county  court  of  Cattai-augus  county. 
A  new  trial  was  had  in  that  court,  and  the  defendant  had  a 
verdict  which  was  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  with  costs,  to  abide  the  event.  This  order 
granting  a  new  trial  was  afterwards  on  appeal  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  general  term  of  this  court  affirmed,  the  defendant 
then  moved  for  leave  to  appeal  from  our  order  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  which  motion  was  denied.  The  plaintiff  is,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  his  judgment  in  pursuance  of  the  stipulation 
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for  the  "  amount  ^^  of  his  judgment  before  the  justice.  The 
term  ^^ amount'^  could  be  usually  understood  to  include  the 
principal  with  the  legal  incident  of  interest  if  the  sum  or  de- 
mand specified  bore  interest,  as  matter  of  law.  Otherwise 
the  amount  could  be  no  more  than  the  sum  specified  in  the 
obligation  or  claim  referred  to.  The  right  to  interest  in 
every  case  vesting  in  contract  depends  upon  agreement  ex- 
press or  implied.  There  must  be  either  an  express  agree- 
pient  to  pay  interest,  or  the  circumstances  of  the  case  must 
be  such  that  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  pay  it.  Winn 
there  is  an  express  agreement  in  writing  to  pay  a  certain  sum, 
or  to  do  a  certain  thing  at  a  future  day  specified,  or  upon  the. 
happening  of  a  particular  event,  and  nothing  is  expressed 
about  the  payment  of  interest,  it  does  not  bear  interest  until 
after  the  day  of  payment  has  passed. 

The  law  in  such  a  case  only  implies  promise  to  pay  interest 
after  the  payment  falls  due.  And  the  stipulation  upon  which 
the  judgment  was  to  be  entered  was  in  writing,  and  noth- 
ing was  expressed  in  it  in  regard  to  interest.  The  question 
then  is,  whether  as  matter  of  law  this  judgment  before  the 
justice  had  been  drawing  interest  from  the  time  of  its  rendi- 
tion notwithstanding  the  appeal  from  it  for  a  new  trial  in  the 
county  court.  If  not  interest  was  not  an  incident,  and  formed 
qo  part  of  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  and  was  not  em- 
braced in  the  stipulation.  By  the  appeal  for  a  new  trial  the 
judgment  before  the  justice  wai  superseded,  and  the  new 
trial  in  the  county  court  put  an  end  to  it,  so  that  it  was  no 
longer  a  claim  in  the  plaintiflTs  favor.  In  that  contract  it  did 
not  bear  interest,  and  interest  being  no  legal  incident  of  that 
judgment  was  not  embraced  in  the  term  "amount"  in  the 
stipulation.  In  such  a  case  the  term  "amount'^  can  only 
mean  the  sum  for  which  the  judgment  was  rendered.  It  is 
tp  be  observed  that  the  stipulation  was  not  intended,  nor  did 
rt  have  the  efiect  to  withdraw  the  appeal  and  to  restore  thef 
justice's  judgment  to  its  original  force  and  vigor;  but  the 
judgment  referred  to  as  containing  the  sum  or  amount  for 
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which  the  plaintiflf  might  take  judgment  in  virtue  and  by 
force  of  the  wntten  stipulation,  and  as  no  interest  was  stipu- 
lated for,  none  can  be  taxed.  The  plaintiff  is  no  more  enti- 
tled to  interest  on  the  amount,  than  he  would  have  been  had 
any  other  sum  been  named  in  the  stipulation.  The  order 
musty  therefore^  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs  of  appeal 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

James  C.  Strong  agt.  George  F.  Lee,  administrator^  d;c.^ 
of  John  McClosk^y,  deceased^  and  Victorine  McClosky. 

In  au  action  in  the  nature  of  tcirefadoi  to  revive  a  Judgment  and  obtain  ezccation 
against  ihe  property  of  a  deceased  judgment  debtor,  bis  personal  repreitentativei 
and  beirs  at  law,  cannot  be  joined  as  co-defendants. 

The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  must  be  exhausted  before  resort  can  be  bad 
to  the  realty. 

In  case  of  such  joinder  of  defendants  the  court  cannot,  under  the  last  clause  of  sec- 
tion 172  of  the  Code,  order  the  action  to  be  divided  into  two  actions. 

Erie  Special  Termy  March  28,  1872. 

Action  to  revive  judgment  and  have  execution  against  the 
administrator  and  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  deceased 
judgment  debtor. 

Demurrer  by  each  defendant  separately  to  the  complaint. 

John  C.  ^TRoisiOf  for  plaintiff 
George  F.  Lee  for  both  defendants. 

The  facts  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Lamont,  J. — Can  this  action,  which  is  the  Code  substi- 
tute for  the  former  writ  of  scire  facias^  to  obtain  execution 
upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  his  lifetime  against  a  now  de- 
ceased judgment  debtor,  be  maintained  against  his  personal 
representative  and  heir  at  law  as  co-defendants  t  The  per- 
sonal estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts  of 
deceased  persons^  and  such  has  been  the  law  time  out  of  mind. 
{Lupton  agk.  Lupton^  2  John.,  ch.  628.)  Chancellor  Kent 
says  that  heirs  are  rendered  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  ances- 
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tor,  by  simple  contract  as  well  as  by  specialty,  and  whether 
specially  named  or  not,  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  descendedi 
on  condition  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  ancestor  shall  be 
insufficient  and  shall  have  been  previously  exhausted.  (4 
Kenty  420.)  In  (2  Saunders  72,  note  3,)  it  is  said  that  where 
a  judgment  is  had  against  one  who  dies  before  an  execution^ 
a  scire  facias  wiU  not  lie  against  his  heir  and  terretenants, 
until  a  nihil  is  returned  to  a  scire  facias  against  his  personal 
representatives,  (Panton  agt.  Hall,  Carth.  107;)  but  when 
nihil  is  returned  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  scire  facias  against 
the  heir  of  the  defendant,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  the 
tenants  of  the  lands  whereof  the  defendant  was  seized  at  ihe 
time  of  the  judgment  or  at  any  time  after. 

By  the  revised  statutes  the  yrrit  of  scire  facias  to  obtain 
execution  against  the  personal  representatives  of  a  party, 
must  have  been  brought  within  one  year  after,  the  cause  for 
issuing  the  same  arose.  (2  Bev.y  Stat.  576,  <^  2.)  The  year 
began  to  run  only  from  the  time  of  the  appointment  and 
qualification  of  the  personal  representave,  {Clark  agt.  Sex- 
tofiy  23  Wend.y  479 ;)  in  which  case  it  was  held  that  a  plea  by 
the  executor  of  the  judgment  debtor  that  the  plaintiff'did  not 
cause  the  scire  facias  to  be  issued  within  the  year,  was  a  good 
bar  to  the  wi'it.  *  The  revised  statutes  also  prohibited  the  is- 
suing of  execution  upon  such  judgment  against  the  beir 
within  the  year,  (2  Rev.y  Stat.  368,  ^  27,)  and  also  prohibited 
any  suit  against  heirs  or  devisees  of  any  real  estate,  in  order 
to  charge  them  with  the  debts  of  the  testator  or  intestate, 
within  three  years  from  the  time  of  granting  letters  testa- 
mentary or  of  administration  upon  the  estate.  (2  Rev., 
Stat.  109,  §  53.) 

The  Code  has  not  changed  the  law  in  this  respect.  The 
personal  estate  must  still  be  resorted  to  in  the  first  instance. 
Instead  of  the  writ  of  scire  facias  we  now  have  the  civil  ac- 
tion, {Code^  ^  428,)  or  at  the  option  of  the  judgment  cred- 
itor the  proceeding  may  be  under  the  provisions  of  ^  376  & 
3S1,  with  no  complaint  other  than  the  contents  of  the  sum- 
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mons  to  show  cause^  such  summons  containing  the  substance 
of  the  old  writ  of  scire  facias. 

Observe  that  the  Code  iri  these  provisions  make  the  per- 
sonal representatives  liable  to  such,  summons  within  one  year 
after  their  appointment,  but  the  heirs,  devisees,  legatees  and 
tenants  of  real  property  affected  by  the  judgment  and  owned 
by  them,  after  the  expiration  of^  three  years  from  the  time  of 
gi'anting  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration. 

An  action  which  must  be  taken  within  one  year  against 
the  personal  representatives,  and  which  cannot  be  taken  un- 
til after  that  time  against  the  heir,  cannot  combine  both 
c^ses  in  the  same  suit.  It  is  contrary  to  the  statute  and 
wholly  ignores  the  fundamental  rule,  that  the  personalty 
must  first  be  exhausted  before  the  real  estate  can  be  charged 
with  the  decedent's  debts. 

Each  defendant  has  stated,  among  the  grounds  of  demur- 
rer,- that  several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly 
united,  and  that  the  one  who  is  a  personal  representative  has 
been  sued  jointly  with  the  one  who  is  an  heir  at  law  of  the 
deceased  judgment  debtor. 

This  brings  the  case  within  the  fifth  sub-division  of  ^  144 
of  the  Code.  Sevei^.  causes  of  scire  facias  are  several 
causes  of  action,  for  the  proceeding  by  scire  facias  was  an 
action  always,  and  the  remedies  heretofore  obtainable  by 
that  fonn  of  suit,  may  be  obtained  by  civil  action  {CodCj  % 
428,)  although  the  old  writ  is  abolished. 

Can  this  action  be  divided  into  two  actions  under  the  last 
clause  of  §  172  of  the  Code,  wliich  says :  ^^  If  the  demurrer 
be  allowed  for  the  cause  mentioned  in  the  fifth  subdivision  of 
<5>  144  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  and  upon  such  terms 
as  may  be  just,  order  the  action  to  be  divided  into  as  many 
jictions  as  may  be  necessaiy  to  the  proper  determination  of 
the  causes  of  action  therein  mentioned."  The  answer  must 
b'*  in  the  negative,  because  this  provision  is  iatended  for 
cares  which  by  law  may  proceed  simultaneously  and  separ- 
ately, but  not  for  cases  where  the  statutes  prohibit  the  one 
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to  be  brought  until  the  other  is  ended.  Those  statutes 
still  remain  in  force,  and  this  section  of  the  Code  was  not 
designed  to  repeal  them.  Again,  the  executions  which  follow 
upon  the  revival  of  the  judgment,  are  wholly  different  when 
they  go  against  property  held  by  personal  reprepresentatives 
and  property  held  by  the  heirs  at  law.  Execution  in  the  one 
case  is  commanded  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  the  deceased  in  the  hands  of  the  personal  representa- 
tives to  be  admmistered,  in  the  other  case,  out  of  the  lands  of 
the  deceased  held  by  the  heu^.  (2  Bev.  Stat,  363,  §  3 ;  367, 
§  25, 27 1  Code,  ^291, 468,  289,  sub.  2.)  The  complaint  against 
the  heir  should  also  describe  the  land  sought  to  be  charged,  and 
the  execution  must  contain  a  like  description.  (2  Bev,  Staty 
678,  §  11,  454,  §  44 ;  Code,  %  455.)  The  complaint  in  this 
case  contains  nothing  of  the  kind.  The  provisions  of  the 
revised  statutes  not  inconsistent  with  the  Code  are  not  repealed. 

The  appropriate  remedy  against  the  personal  estate,  where 
the  action  is  not  brought  within  the  year,  is  in  the  surro- 
gate's court ;  or  if  distribution  has  been  made,  against  the 
next  of  kin  or  lesfatees  who  have  shared  in  the  distribution. 
(2  Rev.  Stat,  90,  §  42.)  The  statutes  make  particular  pro- 
vision for  all  such  cases.  The  order  of  liability  is  declared 
as  to  personal  representatives,  next  of  kin,  legatees,  heiiis  at 
law,  tertenants  and  devisees,  and  each  class  subsequently 
liable  may  compel  the  holder  of  the  demand  to  exhaust  his 
remedies  against  those  under  a  prior  liability.  (2  Eev.  Stat., 
450,  art  2  ;  Mersereau  dgt.  Eyerss,  3  Corns.,  261  ;  Stuart 
agt.  Kissam,  11  Barb.,27li  Butts  agt.  Genuny,  5  Paige, 
254  ;   Schermerhorn  agt.  Barhydt,  9  Paige,  2S.) 

Counsel  have  made  no  suggestions  touching  the  necessity 
of  a  surrogate's  order  allowing  execution  to  be  issued  either 
under  the  revised  statutes  as  to  the  personal  estate,  or  under 
chap.  295  of  the  laws  of  1850  as  to  the  realty^  and  nothing 
upon  that  subject  has  been  considered. 

The  demurrer  of  each  defendant  is  allowed  with  leave  to 
plaintiff  to  amend  as  specified  in  the  accompanying  order. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Friend  Prrrs  et  dly  agt.  John  Pitts  et  at 

Where  in  an  action  for  divorce^  brought  by  the  hnsband  against  the  wife  for 
adnltAry,  it  is  proven  that  snch  act  of  adultery  was  in  fact  committed  by  the 
wife  on  a  certain  day,  and  it  was  also  shown  that  subsequently  the  husband 
condoned  snch  act  of  the  wife  by  voluntary  cohabitation,  and  for  that  cause  his 
complaint  was  dismissed. 

fc^  that  the  fact  of  the  commission  of  such  adultery  was  no  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  by  the  wife  for  the  recovery  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  iu  her  bus- 
band's  real  estate. 

It  is  not  adultery,  which,  of  itself,  can  bar  dower.  It  must  be  followed  by  a  con- 
viction in  a  suit  for  divorce  by  the  husband,  and  such  a  conviction  must  oe 

established  by  the  final  decree  or  judgment  in  tbe  action.    (Set  2  M.  S.  146 
j48.) 

New  York  Special  Ternij  November  Ist^  1872. 

This  was  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  directing  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  moneys  paid  into  court,  being  the  value  of 
the  contingent  inchoate  right  of  dower  of  Rachel  Ann  Pitts, 
one  of  the  defendants,  and^  the  wife  of  John  Pitts,  another 
defendant  in  this  action,  which  was  commenced  in  January, 
1870,  for  the  partition  of  certain  real  estate  in  New  York 
city.  The  decree  was  entered  on  the  24th  day  of  March, 
1870,  and  the  report  of  sale  was  confirmed  8th  July, 
1870. 

The  said  Rachel  Ann  Pitts  refusing  to  execute  a  release  of 
her  contingent  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  premises,  the 
referee  named  in  the  decree  was  directed  to  ascertain  the 
then  present  value  of  the  said  contingent  inchoate  right  of 
dower  upon  the  principles  of  life  annuities,  which  was  ac- 
cordingly done,  and  found  to  amount  to  the  sum  of  $802  07. 
By  consent  of  the  parties,  this  sum  was  secured  by  the  bond 
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and  mortgage  of  the  purchaser  to  the  referee  named  in  the 
decree,  on  part  of  the  premises  sold,  lor  the  investment  and 
benefit  of  the  wife. 

In  April,  1869,  the  said  John  Pitts  commenced  an  action 
in  this  court  against  his  said  wife  for  an  absolute  divorce 
upon  the  ground  of  adultery.  The  issues  raised  therein  were 
referred  to  a  referee  to  hear,  try  and  (determine,  who  rendered 
bis  report,  bearing  date  October,  fioth,  1871,  whereby  he 
reported  that  the  defendant  in  said  action  had  been  guilty  of 
an  act  of  adultery  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1869,  and  tliat 
the  plaintifi  in  said  action  had  voluntary  cohabited  with  his 
said  wife  with  full  knowledge  of  the  act  of  adultery  com- 
mitted by  her,  and  directed  that  the  complaint  in  said  action 
for  a  divorce  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Upon  said  report 
judgment  was  entered  on  the  J  7th  day  of  January,  1872, 
dismissing  the  said  complaint,  and  for  $446  26  costs  in  favor 
of  the  wife  and  against  the  husband. 

In  August,  1872,  the  said  Rachel  Ann  Pitts  filed  a  peti- 
tion in  this  court  setting  forth  the  above  facts  and  praying  that 
said  sum  of  $802  07  be  paid  over  to  her,  upon  which  an 
order  of  reference  was  granted  ex  parte  to  tike  proof  of  tho 
facts  set  forth  in  said  petition.  The  report  of  the  referee 
upon  this  petition  was  confirmed  by  an  order  of  this  court 
ex  parte  on  the  4th  day  of  September,  ]  872 ;  and  the  4e«- 
feree  named  in  the  said  decree  was  directed  to  call  in  and 
collect  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  and  pay  the  same  over  to 
the  petitioner  or  her  attorney.  Whereupon  the  said  John 
Pitts  obtained  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  said  okder  of 
September  4th,  1872,  should  not  be  vacated  and  set  aside, 
and  why  the  referee  named  in  the  said  decree  should  not  be 
directed  to  assign  and  transfer  the  said  bond  and  mortgage 
to  the  said  John  Pitts  with  a  stay  of  all  proceedings  in  the 
meantime  on  the  part  of  his  said  wife. 

Gardiner,  Ward  &  Wagstaff,  for  motion. 
RiCH^D  L.  H.  Finch,  oj^posed. 
Vou,  XLIV.  5 
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Fancher,  J. — This  is  a  motion  by  John  Pitts,  a  defendant, 
to  vacate  an  order  entered  in  this  action  on  the  4th  Septem- 
ber, 1S72,  whereby  a  referee  was  directed  to  collect  a  mort- 
gage and  pay  to  Rachel  Ann  Pitts,  another  defendant  (wife 
of  said  John  Pitts),  $802  07-100,  being  the  amount  found 
due  her  according  to  the  principles  of  life  annuities  for  her 
contingent  right  of  dower  in  the  husband's  share  of  the  real 
estate  described  in  the  decree  herein. 

The  ground  on  which  the  motion  is  made  is  that  the  wife 
has  forfeited  her  dower  by  adultery. 

It  appears  that  the  husband  had  brought  an  actiou  for  di- 
vorce against  the  wife  prior  to  the  judgment  of  partition 
herein,  in  which  the  referee  found  that  the  wife  had  been 
guilty  of  adultery  on  the  8th  of  April,  1869,  which  was 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  partion  suit,  and  that  the 
husband  had  condoned  the  offense  by  subsequent  cohabita- 
tion with  the  wife,  for  which  reason  the  complaint  in  the 
divorce  action  was  dismissed. 

The  husband  now  moves  to  have  the  wife's  allowance  for 
right  of  dower  set  aside  because  of  such  offense. 

It  is  contended  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  motion  that 
the  wife  was  "  convicted  of  adultery"  within  the  meaning 
of  (2  jB.  S,  146,  §48,)  and  thereby  forfeited  her  right  of  do  wen 
But  I  think  the  plain  meaning  of  the  statute  is  that  she  in- 
curs the  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  her  dower  when  she  is 
convicted  of  adultery  by  the  decree  or  judgment  of  a  com- 
petent court  in  a  suit  for  divorce  brought  by  the  husband. 
It  would  put  a  strain  upon  the  statute,  which,  by  fair  inter- 
pretation, it  cannot  bear,  to  construe  it  to  mean  some  proof 
of  adultery  or  anything  less  than  a  conviction  of  adultery  by 
a  decree  or  judgment. 

It  would  be  going  too  far  to  say,  that  such  a  conviction 
had  been  had  whenever  a  referee  has  found  thjit  the  adultery 
has  been  proved,  though  the  husband  had  condoned  the  of- 
fense, and  on  the  report  of  such  lacts  the  complaint  of  the 
husband  hud  been  dismissed 
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In  such  case  I  think  there  was  no  conviction  of  adultery, 
within  the  statute.  This  will  be  clear,  if  we  refer  to  the 
course  of  enactments  on  the  subject. 

Under  the  statutes  of  {Westm.  2,  13  Edt^.y  I.,)  adultery  in 
the  wife,  accompanied  with  elopement,  created  a  forfeiture 
of  dower  by  way  of  penalty.  But  a  reconcihation  with  the 
husband  reinstated  the  wife  in  her  right.  That  statute  was 
re-enacted  in  New  York  in  1787,  and  it  barred  the  wife  of 
dower  who  eloped  and  lived  with  an  adulterer,  unless  her 
husband  was  subsequently  reconciled  to  her.  Our  revised 
statutes  have  abridged  this  ancient  bar  by  confining  it  to 
cases  of  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract  for  misconduct, 
and  to  cases  of  conviction  of  adultery  in  a  suit  for  divorce 
brought  by  the  husband.  Elopement  and  adultery  are  no 
longer  sufficient  to  bar  dower,  but  there  must  be  a  convic- 
tion of  adjiltery  in  a  suit  for  divorce.  It  is  said  in  the  ele- 
mentary works  which  treat  of  the  subject  that  "  a  divorce 
a  vinculo  matrimoni  bars  the  claim  of  dower.  The  reason 
is  that  the  claimant  must  have  been  the  wife  at  the  death  of 
the  husband.  The  remark  thus  quoted  was  well  employed 
by  Blackstone,  and  other  old  writers,  who  wrote  when  the 
common  law  was  in  foil  vigor,  and  when  unchanged  by 
later  statutory  enactments.  But  the  remark  is  not  now 
universally  true  in  our  country,  for  the  statutes  of  many 
of  the  States,  have  created  new  grounds  of  divorce  a 
vincuhy  which  were  unknown  to  the  common  law ;  and  in 
such  cases  the  right  of  dower  can  only  be  barred  by  express 
statutory  enactment  (See  Wait  agt.  Wait^  4  N.  Y.j 
100). 

There  was  no  divorce  a  vinculo  at  conmion  law  for  any 
cause  arising  subsequent  to  the  marriage. 

Not  even  adultery  was  a  sufficient  ground  for  a  divorce  a 
vinculo  at  common  law,  but  only  for  a  decree  a  mensa  et 
ihora,  It  is,  therefore,  plain  that  it  is  not  adultery,  which 
of  itself  can  bar  dower.  It  must,  be  followed  by  a  convic- 
tion in  a  suit  for  divorce  by  the  husband  ;  and  such  a  con- 
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viction  must  be  established  by  the  final  decree  or  judgment 
in  a  proper  action. 

It  follows  that  the  wife  was  not  barred  of  her  right  of 
dower  in  this  case,  and  the  motion  must  be  denied. 

Motion  denied  and  stay  of  proceedings  vacated. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Richard  S.  Waring  and  Henry  H.  King,  respondcniSy  agt 
The  United  States  Telegraph  Company,  appellant. 

Where  the  phiintiffs,  previons  to  oommencing  their  action  against  the  defendant,  a 
telegraph  company,  for  damages  in  consequence  of  a  negligent  failure  to  send 
their  message  in  time,  write  a  letter  to  the  defendant  giving  a  detailed  statement 
of  their  verBlon  of  the  facts  upon  which  they  claim  damages,  and  such  letter  is 
not  answered  by  the  defendant,  but  is  detained  by  it,  without  any  answer,  it  it 
%ot  (utmisfibU  on  the  (rial  as  evidence  for  the  pUintiffs. 

It  would  be  preposterous  to  hold  that  all  the  facts  stated  in  such  a  letter  were  ad- 
mitted by  the  corporation,  because  the  president,  secretary,  or  some  officer  of  the 
company,  on  as  application  for  compensation  for  alleged  damages,  did  not  by  let- 
ter deny  the  truth  of  them. 

Inference  from  a  party  preserving  a  silence  is  considered  a  very  dangerous  kind  of 
evidence,  and  is  to  be  kept  within  very  strict  limits. 

General  Termy  Januarr/j  1872. 

Before  Daly,  G.  J.y  Lawrence  and  J.  F.  Daly,  J,J. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  a  verdict, 
and  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial  on  the  judge's 
minutes. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  from  defend- 
ant's negligent  failure  to  send  two  dispatches  from  Pittsburg 
to  New  York  on  the  17th  DecembeV,  1864.  The  defendant 
answered  that  its  omission  to  send  the  dispatches  immediately 
after  receiving  them  was  caused  by  interruptions  in  the  work- 
ing of  its  linesy  etc. 

.  The  defendant  excepted  on  the  trial  to  the  admission  of 
certain  testimony,  especially  to  the  admission  of  certain  let- 
ters which  passed  between  the  parties  and  to  certain  rulings 
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of  the  court  upon  motions  to  dismiss,  and  to  certain  objec- 
tionable instructions  and  refusals  of  instructions  to  the  jury. 

George  W.  Sobek,  for  appellant. 

I.  It  was  error  to  receive  in  evidence  the  letters  put  in  by 
plaintiffs. 

I.  The  proposed  testimony 'was  not  admissible  on  the 
ground  suggested  by  the  court^  for  the  correspodence  dis- 
closed no  express  admission  by  defendant  '^  as  to  the  hour 
of  receiving  the  dispatch,'*  nor,  indeed,  of  any  fact  alleged 
in  plaintiffs'  letters. 

II.  It  can  hardly  be  necessary  to  urge  that  the  letters  were 
not  admissible  on  the  grounds  stated  by  plaintiffs'  counsel. 
There  is,  however,  very  explicit  authority  against  plaintiffs' 
proposition  that  the  defendant  was  bound,  as  by  an  admis- 
sion, because  it  "  never  questioned  the  facts  "  as  alleged  by 
the  plaintifis. 

In  such  a  case  Lord  Tenterden  held,  where  plaintiff  wrote 
a  letter  to  defendant,  which  the  latter  did  not  answer,  that 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  have  the  contents  of  the  letter 
read  at  the  trial  as  showing  «ui  admission  from  acquiesence. 
What  was  said  to  a  man  before  his  face,  he  was  in  some  de- 
gree,  called  on  to  contradict,  if  he  did  not  acquiesce  in  it; 
but  it  was  too  much  to  say  that  a  man  by  omitting  to  answer 
a  letter  admitted  jthe  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  it, 
{Farlie  agt.  Denton^  3  C.  d^  P.,  103;  Doe  agt.  Franki%  U 
Ad.  &  E.y  795.) 

in.  As  to  the  further  suggestions  of  the  court  that  the 
letters  might  go  to  the  jury  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestaCy  an 
inspection  of  the  correspondence  will  show  that  the  ground 
was  untenable. 

(a.)  In  the  first  place  there  was  neither  "admission  or 
denial"  of  any  fact  by  the  defendant  The  defendant  was 
entirely  silent  as  to  plaintifis'  allegations  of  facts. 

(ft).  The  principle  of  res  gestae  did  not  apply  to  the  matter 
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in  question  at  all.  Plaintifis'  letter  of  March  13th,  was  their 
own  version  of  their  cause  of  action,  made  up  partially  of 
even  heresay  statements  three  months  after  the  facts  occurred. 

IV.  The  recital  of  facts  in  the  letter  of  March  13th,  was 
an  unsworn  and  ex  parte  statement  of  the  very  things  which 
were  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and  which  defendant,  by 
joining  issue,  had  challenged  plaintiff  to  prove  under  oath, 
and  under  the  scrutiny  of  a  cross-examination,  and  within 
the  just  limitations  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  evidence. 

(a)  Many  of  the  alleged  facts  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
very  damaging  facts  to  the  defendant,  were  thus  allowed  to 
go  to  the  jury  without  the  formality  of  legal  proof. 

Thus  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  state  that  when  S.  T.  War- 
ing called  at  2:40  o'clock  he  inquired  whether  the  **previojaa 
dispatches''  (both)  had  gone,  and  that  defendant's  clerk  an- 
swered, yes.  His  testimony  on  the  trial  did  not  come  up  to 
that  Also  that  "  Fulwood,  defendant's  manager,  spoke  up 
and  said,  yes,  they  have  gone."  He  did  not  undertake  under 
oath  and  swear  to  anything  whatever  of  that  sort. 

V.  But  worse  than  this,  and  more  detrimental  and  unjust 
to  defendant,  the  admission  of  this  evidence  permitted  the 
plaintiffs  to  place  their  unsworn  statements  before  the  jury 
with  a  criminating  and  very  mischievous  color. 

See,  for  example,  the  statement  that  the  operators'  room 
was  occupied  only  by  "  one  small  boy,"  who  ^^did  not  appear 
able  to  answer  promptly;"  that  finding  him  engaged  ia 
sending  dispatahes  from  the  top  of  a  pile  of  thirty  or  forty, 
Waring  "  found  his  first  two  dispatches  at  the  very  bottom 
of  the  pile,  the  third  and  last  being  the  only  one  which  had 
been  sent." 

As  to  the  "  third  and  last  dispatch,"  defendant  had  not 
undertaken  to  send  it  alL  Plaintiffs  sent  it  by  Western 
Union  line,  as  their  own  witness  testifies  on  the  trial.  The 
imputation  of  carelessness  and  lack  of  method  in  our  office 
on  this  particular  ground,  was  therefore,  unfounded  and 
unjust. 
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As  examples  of  the  same  coloriug  of  evidence,  note  the 
allegcitions,  that  "  the  2,000  barrels  would  have  been  sold 
at  81  and  82  cents,  but  for  the  gross  negligence  of  the  em- 
ployees of  your  company,  in  either  not  at  once  sending,  or 
declaring  their  inability  to  send  immediately,  our  dispatches." 
Here  the  plaintiffs  were  permitted  to  testify  not  only  all  tlie 
iacis,  but  all  the  law  which  wiis  essential  to  their  recovery. 

VI.  But  the  plaintiffs  were  suffered  not  only  to  state  facts, 
which,  if  they  had  been  adduced  in  the  regular  way  might 
have  been  admi;isible,  but  to  put  before  the  jury  entirely  in- 
competent matter,  the  natural  arid  designed  effect  of  which, 
however,  was  to  put  the  defendant  in  a  more  odious  and 
embarrassing  position  than  any  admissible  evidence  could  have 
done. 

See  the  letter  of  June  14th,  1865,  followed  up  by  that  of 
the  defendant,  enclosing  the  opinion  of  its  counsel,  against 
paying"  the  claim. 

VIL  The  suffering  all  this  ex  parte  unsworn,  argumenta- 
tive, and  incriminating  matter  to  go  to  the  jury  under  the' 
express  sanction  of  the  court,  against  the  strenuous  objec- 
tions of  defendant's  counsel,  without  any  qualification,  either 
at  the  time  of  receiving  it,  or  on  the  charge,  was  grossly 
unfair  to  defendant.  It  was  entitled  eminently  in  such  a  case, 
to  a  trial  upon  sworn  testimony  as  t«i  bald  facts,  and  not  upon 
unverified  allegations  covering  everything  essential  to  plain- 
tiffs' case,  and  pressed  to  the  jury  with  explicit  charges  of 
gross  negligence  and  unfair  dealing  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

VIII.  In  a  case  of  far  less  irregularity  than  this,  the  Court 
reversed  a  judgment  against  defendant  and  granted  a  new 
trial,  because  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  had  been  permitted 
to  testify  both  orally,  and  by  production  of  a  letter  from  one 
O'Brien,  which  was  received  in  evidence,  that  O'Brien,  to 
whom  the  missing  despatch  had  been  directed,  did  not  buy 
the  stock  ordered,  though  advised  of  the  contents  of  the 
telegram  by  letter,  because  the  telegram  itself  had  failed  to 
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reach  him.  At  foh  160  is  just  such  an  objectionable  declaration 
of  third  persons,  namely,  that  Macy  &  Sons  could  easily 
have  sold  plaintiffs^  oil  at  the  highest  price  claimed,  if  the 
telegram  had  been  received  in  time.  ( Wenger  agt  U.  S.  Tel. 
Co.y  53  Fenn.j  262. 

IX.  It  is  no  good  answer  to  the  objections  now  made  to 
this  part  of  the  evidence,  that  some  of  the  statements  which 
it  contains  were  put  in  evidence  on  the  trial  It  is  fatal 
error  that  such  evidence  went  in  at  all  in  this  way.  And 
the  worst  of  it  plaintiffs  did  not  undertake  to  prove  in  any 
other  way. 

F.  P.  Marbuby,  Jr.,  and  Joseph  H.  Choate,  for  res^ 
pondents. 

Extract  from  respondent^  points, — And  this  is  the  only 
passage  relating  to  the  poiut  on  which  the  appeal  was 
argued. 

"  Fifth. — ^The  numerous  exceptions  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant upon  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  testimony  will  all  hi 
found  immaterial. 

**  The  direct  correspondence  between  the  parties  before 
suit  brought  in  respect  to  the  claim  and  the  facts  out  of 
which  it  arose  was  properly  received.  Such  correspondence 
is  always  material  as  pertinent  to  the  issues  of  fact  to  be  de- 
termined. As  a  statement  by  the  one  party  in  relation  to 
the  same,  with  the  admissions,  denials,  or  modifications  ex- 
pressed or  implied  in  the  replies  or  failures  to  reply  on  the 
other.'' 

Sy  the  courty  Daly,  C.  J. — ^The  defendants  rest  their  appli- 
cal5on  for  a  new  trial  upon  one  ground  solely,  that  it  was  an 
error  on  the  part  of  the  court  to  allow  the  letters  which 
had  passed  between  the  13th  of  March  and  the  19th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1865,  to  be  used  as  evidence  in  the  cause  and  the 
plaintiffs  have  furnished  no  answer  to  it.     The  correspon- 
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deace  was  objected  to  as  irrelevant,  and  it  certainly  was,  as 
it  took  place  after  the  cause  of  action  had  arisen,  and  had 
I'elation  to  the  settlement  of  the  plaintifls'  claim,  without 
Miit 

The  first  letter  of  March  13th  is  an  elborate  statement  in 
narrative  form  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflb  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  relied  on  by  them  as  showing  that  they  were 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  company  the  sum  of  $9,880  23, 
and  was  written  with  a  view  of  being  laid  before  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  company.  The  next  was  a  letter  of  the 
plaintiffs  asking  what  decision  had  been  arrived  at  by  the 
company,  and  was  followed  by  a  brief  answer  from  the  pre- 
sident that  the  subject  of  the  claim  had  been  referred  to 
their  legal  adviser.  This  was  followed  by  a  letter  of  the 
plaintiffs  complaining  of  the  course  that  had  been  taken,  and 
asking  what  conclusion  the  counsel  bad  come  to.  The  re- 
maining part  of  the  correspondence  consists  of  further  letters 
of  the  plaintiffs  wishing  to  know. whether  the  defendants  had 
concluded  to  refuse  to  pay  the  claim,  and  further  letters  from 
the  president  apologizing  for  the  delay  and  finally  transmit- 
ting the  written  opinion  of  the  company's  counsel,  which 
was  adverse  to  the  plaintiffs'  claim. 

This  correspondence  was  noty  it  would  seem  from  the 
judges  ronark,  admitted  as  of  any  materiality  in  itself.  He 
said  that  if  it  contained  admissions  as  to  the  hour  of  receiving 
the  despatch,  he  thought  it  proper  that  it  should  go  to  the 
jury:  that  where  the  fact  was  material  to  the  issue,  the 
operation  of  it  and  its  denial  or  admission  in  a  subsequent 
letter,  he  would  allow  to  go  to  the  jury  as  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae. 

The  letter  of  the  plaintiffs  with  which  this  coiTespondence 
opened,  did  contain  a  statement  of  the  exact  time  when  the 
despatch  w&s  left  at  the  company's  office  to  wit,  the  17th  of 
December  1864,  at  ten  minutes  past  twelve  o'clock  P.  M. 
There  was  no  admission  or  denial  of  this  or  of  any  of  the 
jfacts  consecutively  detailed  in  the  first  letter  written  by  the 
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plaintiffs,  unless  the  omission  of  the  company  or  ol  any  of 
its  officers  to  deny  formally  by  letter  what  was  contained  in 
the  plaintiflb  letter  to  the  president,  is  to  be  construed  into 
an  admission  of  everjrthing  that  was  stated  in  that  letter, 
which  would  be  carrying  the  rule  respecting  admission  to  an 
unwarrantable  extent.  '*  What  is  said  to  a  man  to  his  iace/' 
iaid  Lord .  Tentebden  in  {Fairlie  agt  Bentotiy  3  Car.  dt  P., 
103),  he  is  in  some  degree  called  upon  to  contradict  if  he 
does  not  acquiesce  in  it;  but  the  answering  of  a  letter  is 
quite  different,  and  it  is  too  much  to  say  that  a  man  by  not 
answering  a  letter  at  all  events  admits  the  truth  of  the 
statements  that  letter  contains.''  In  the  present  case  a  party 
haying  a  claim  against  a  corporation,  writes  a  letter  to  its 
principal  officer,  giving  a  detailed  statement  of  all  the  facts 
upon  which  the  claim  is  founded  that  it  may  be  laid  before 
the  board  of  directors  in  the  expectation  that  it  will  satisfy 
tb^B  of  the  liability  of  the  corporation  and  that  they  will 
direct  it  to  be  paid,  and  is  officially  answered  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  company,  that  the  subject  of  the  claim  has  been 
refi^rred  to  their  legal  adviser,  and  after  some  time  has 
intervened,  the  president  transmitting  the  written  statement 
of  the  counsel,  that  in  his  opinion  the  company  have  a  good 
defense  and  that  be  advises  against  paying  the  claim.  Thera 
is  nothing  in  this  that  can  be  regarded  as  an  admission  of 
the  fact  contained  in  tiie  plaintiffs  letter,  which  would 
entitle  it  to  be  used  as  evidence  to  prove  these  facts.  1% 
would  be  preposterious  to  bold  that  all  the  facts  stated  in  it 
were  admitted  by  the  corporation,  because  the  president 
secretary  or  some  officer  of  the  company  on  ah  application 
for  compensation  for  alleged  damages,  did  not  by  letter  deny 
the  truth  of  tbem.  Even  admission  inferred  from  acquiescence 
in  verbal  statement  made  in  a  parties  presence  are  received 
only  when  the  declaration  or  statement  made,  is  of  a  kin4 
which  calls  for  immediate  contradiction,  ox  is  such  as  would 
naturraUy  provoke  or  lead  to  sonae  ^tion  or  reply  on  the 
part  of  the  person  to  whom  or  in  respect  ^  whom  it  is  made} 
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because  inference  from  a  party  preserving  a  silence  is  con- 
sidered a  very  dangerous  kind  of  evidence,  and  is  to  be  kept 
-within  very  strict  limits  {Child  agt.  Grace^  Z  G.  <&  P.,  193 ; 
14  Serg.  &  JR.,  393 ;  1  Greenleaf  Evid.y  199). 

It  was  not  essential  to  resort  to  the  correspondence,  to 
prove  the  time  when  the  first  message  had  been  delivered, 
for  the  plaintiffs'  witness,  King,  had  already  testified  that  he 
left  the  message  at  ten  minutes  after  twelve  o'clock  P.  M.  by 
the  clock  on  the  wall  of  the  telegraph  company,  and  identified 
as  his,  an  entry  on  the  n^essage  to  that  effect,  made  at  the 
time,  and  that  he  stated  to  the  person  that  was  there  (the 
witness  FuUwood)  the  hour  as  indicated  by  the  clock,  and 
explained  to  him  how  necessary  it  was  that  the  message 
should  reach  New  York  by  one  o'clock. 

Now  the  witness  Fullwood  testified  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection of  receiving  the  message  from  King  or  of  having  had 
any  conversation  with  him  that  day,  and  the  person  whose 
duty  ic  was  to  receive  messages,  the  witness  Fulton  testi- 
fied that  he  received  it  at  fifteen  minutes  after  twelve  o'clock 
M. ;  that  he  noted  the  time  in  a  book,  and  took  it  from  a 
dock  in  the  office. 

The  judge  regarded  thertime  when  the  dispatch  was  re- 
ceived as  material  to  the  issue,  and  it  certainly  was,  for  there 
was  conflict  upon  that  point  between  plaintiffs  and  defend- 
ants' witnesses,  and  conflict  also  in  respect  to  what  subse- 
quently occurred  throughout  that  day. 

The  letter  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  the  judge  admitted,  not 
only  corroborates  the  statement  of  the  witness  King  as  to  the 
exact  time,  but  also  the  testimony  of  both  King  and  Waring 
(the  plaintiffs),  in  respect  to  other  matters,  during  the  day,  oc- 
curring between  them  and  the  defendants'  employees,  and 
also  contained  statements  of  facts  which  neither  of  them  had 
testified  to.  Now  being  received  as  an  admission  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  eflect  it  may 
have  had  upon  the  jury.  It  was  an  action  for  negligence,  and 
the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  messages  failed 
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to  reach  their  destination^  because  of  the  misconduct  and 
negligence  of  the  defendants'  agents. 

If  the  facts  were  as  set  forth  in  plaintiffs^  letter^  it  was  a 
very  plain  case  of  negligence,  and  the  jury,  for  all  we  know, 
may  have  treated  what  was  stated  in  the  letter  as  admitted 
by  defendants,  because  there  was  no  denial  of  it  on  their  part 
by  letter.  Some  very  material  things  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  were  stated  in  this  letter,  and  were  not 
verified  by  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses,  one  of  which  will  suffice. 
The  letter  states  that  when  the  second  message  was  deliv- 
ered at  the  office  by  Temple  at  12:45  o'clock  P.M.  he  inquired 
if  the  previous  dispatch  had  gone  forward,  and  that  the  clerk 
at  the  counter  answered,  "yes;"  and  Full  wood,  the  man- 
ager, "yes,  they  have  gone,"  which,  it  they  had  so  stated, 
*  was  untrue,  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  plaintiffs.  But 
Temple,  when  summoned  as  a  witness,  gave  all  the  conver- 
sation that  took  place  at  the  telegraph  office  that  he  could 
remember,  and  says  nothing  about  his  having  made  this  in- 
quiry. Th|p  fact  was  material  for  the  plaintiffs'  witness. 
Waring,  fixed  the  time  of  the  sending  of  the  second  message 
at  about  fifteen  minutes  past  one  o'clock,  and  at  that  time 
FuUwood  was  not  in  the  office,  for  he  went  to  his  dinner  at 
half-past  one  o'clock,  and  the  letter  and  the  testimony  of 
Waring  together  were  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiffs'  agent 
was  told  that  the  two  first  messages  had  been  sent  to  New 
York.  The  plaintiff  King  testified  that  if  FuUwood  had  not 
answered  when  they  sent  to  the  telegraph  office  at  2:30, 
"your  two  dispatches  are  gone,"  if  he  had  not  made  that 
misrepresentation  he,  the  witness,  would  have  taken  the  two 
dispatches  and  sent  them  with  the  third  at  2:30  as  sales  could 
then  be  effected  in  New  York  before  five  o'clock.  Now, 
FuUwood  had  no  recoUection  of  saying  this,  and,  in  reply  to 
a  juror,  testified  that  the  general  course  when  the  line  was 
down  was  to  say  when  a  message  came,  "we  can  not  put 
yours  through ;  go  to  another  line ; "  so  that  the  fact  whether 
he  made  the  misrepresentation  or  not  in  respect  to  the  two  first 
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messages,  was  a  very  material  question  in  the  case.  Indeed* 
King  testified  that  if  they  had  got  two  dispatches  when  they 
took  the  third  to  the  other  afBce  they  would  have  effected 
the  sale. 

The  defendant's  operator  testified  that  it  was  a  cloudy, 
wet  and  gloomy  day;  that  the  wires  were  in  working  order 
until  half-past  11  o'clock  A.M.,  when  the  last  message  was 
sent  by  him,  and  were  interrupted  from  that  time  until  half- 
past  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  when  the  next  message 
was  sent,  and  that  they  continued  in  order  until  nine  o'clock 
in  the  evening ;  that  when  the  interruption  was  temporary 
it  was  customary  to  receive  messages,  but  that  when  the 
derangement  was  serious  and  likely  to  cause  considerable 
delay  it  was  customary  to  inform  customers  of  the  fact  when 
offering  their  messages.  ^ 

The  point  in  the  case  was,  therefore,  whether  the  defend- 
ant's agent  had  been  advised  oi  the  importance  of  the  imme- 
diate transmission  of  the  plaintiffs  two  first  messages  and  had 
prevented  the  plaintiffs  from  sending  them  by  the  other  lines 
in  time  to  effect  the  sale  in  New  York,  by  representing  that 
they  had  been  sent,  when  it  was  not  the  fact. 

The  two  witnesses  of  the  defendant,  Fullwood  and  Fulton, 
one  the  general  manager,  and  the  other  the  clerk  who  received 
messages,  had  no  recollection  of  any  such  statement  being 
made  to  them  or  by  them,  as  the  witnesses  King,  Temple  and 
O.  T.  Waring  testified  to.  The  first  message  was  left,  accord- 
ing to  the  defendants' witnesses,  at  fifteen  minutes  past  twelve 
o'clock,  and  the  second  at  half-past  one,  and  the  line  had 
ceased  working  for  two  hours,  when  the  second  message  was 
received. 

It  is  suggested  that  there  is  evidence  uncontradicted  in 
the  case  sufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict  as  matter  of  law, 
but  I  do  not  think  that  we  can  assume  this.  The  testimony 
of  Fullwood  and  Fulton  was  generally  loose,  and,  as  it  strikes 
us,  unsatisfactory.  But  the  weight  or  value  to  be  attached 
to  it  was  for  the  jury,  and  the  judge,  very  properly,  left  the 
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case  upon  the  whole  evidence  to  them.  The  plaintiffs'  letter, 
as  a  statemeot  of  facts,  was  stronger  than  the  other  evidence 
which  the  plaintiffs  gave  upon  the  trial,  and,  as  the  defend- 
ants^ counsel  has  argued  upon  this  matter,  there  is  a  *^  color'* 
about  it  that  gives  a  very  strong  and  decided  impression  of 
very  culpable  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or 
rather  oi*  their  agent.  We  can  not  say  that  the  jury  were 
not  influenced  by  it,  but  it.  could  not,  by  any  possibility^ 
have  aff*ected  the  verdict ;  and  where  such  is  the  case,  the 
only  safe  course  is  to  order  a  new  trial.  {Gillett  agt.  Meady 
7  Wend.,  193;  Benjamin  agt.  Smithy  12  Id.y  404  j  Clark 
agt  Vorccy  19  Id.,  232 -y  Williams  agt.  Fitchy  18  N. 
T.y  546  J  Anthoine  agt.  Coity  2  HaUy  40 ;  UnderhiU  agt. 
N.  T.  &  H.KB.  Co.,  21  Barb.y  496-7;  Clark  agt.  Cranddlly 
*  3  Barh.y  613.) 

Judgment  reversed  and  new  trial  ordered. 

Lasbemorb  and  J.  F.  Dalt,  JJ.y  concurring. 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

Stephen  D.  Cobay,  respondent,  agt.  Joseph  H.  Mathewson, 

appellant. 

/ 

A  parchaser  in  poueuum  of  real  estate,  under  a  contract  to  porchaae,  cannot  8ar« 
render  posseMion  in  order  to  racind  the  contract. 

Neglecting  to  rescind,  and  yet  retaining  the  possession,  he  cannot  be  permittbd  to 
insist  npon  the  vendor's  breach  of  the  contract  to  deliver  a  title  cal|ed  for  under 
it,  as  a  defense  to  the  vendor's  action  for  a  specific  performance,  if  the  vendor  is 
able  at  the  trial  to  make  such  a  title  to  the  premises  as  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  receive  under  the  contract. 

Nor  can  a  purchaser  retaining  possession,  successfully  resist  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money. 

On  the  18ih  of  March,  1870,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  wherein  and  whereby  the  plaiutiff  covenanted  and  agreed 
to  and  with  the  defendant,  to  sell  and  convey  to  him  certain  lands  in  the  town  of 
Almond,  in  the  county  of  Allegany,  containing  about  315  acres  of  land,  and  to 
procure  a  search  of  record  showing  title  free  of  all  incumbrances,  by  the  1st  of 
May  then  next,  and  npon  the  pertormance  of  the  conditions  in  said  contract  to  be 
performed  by  the  defendant,  he  would  convey  said  premises  Up  him,  by  a  full 
covenant  warranty  deed,  on  said  1st  day  of  May. 

The  defendant,  on  his  part,  covenanted  and  agreed  to  and  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
for  said  land  the  sum  of  $6,000  in  eight  equal  annufil  paymente  on  and  aftet  the 
let  of  April,  1871,  and  to  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments  thereafter  imposed  npon 
said  land.  The  defendant  went  into  possession  under  the  agreement  on  the  1st 
of  May,  1870,  and  held  possession  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this  cause. 

About  t^e  17th  October,  1870,  plaintiff  presented  to  the  defendant  a  search  made 
by  the  clerk  of  Allegany  county,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion were  conveyed  by  several  mesne  conveyances  duly  recorded  from  1st  of 
Jnly,  1847,  to  March,  I860,  when  one  Opp  and  wife  conveyed  to  Charles  L. 
Flint,  which  deed  was  duly  recorded,  but  no  deed  was  found  npon  record  from 
Flint  to  any  person,  but  a  mortgage  was  found  npon  record  upon  said  premises 
from  one  Sarah  Arndt  and  her  husband  to  said  Flint,  dated  March  28,  1861,  in 
which  mor^fage  it  was  stated  that  the  lands  therein  described  were  the  same 
conveyed  by  said  party  of  the  second  part  to  said  Sarah  Arndt,  by  deed  bearing 
even  date  herewith.    This  mortgage  was  subsequently  foreclosed. 

This  search,  atter  examination  by  defendant's  counsel,  was  returned  with  an  ob- 
jection on  account. of  the  absence  of  evidence  of  any  conveyance  to  Arndt 

Before  the  commencement  of  this  action  plaintiff  prepared  and  tendered  a  deed  of 
said  premises  to  the  defendant,  which  be  refused  to  accept  and  perform  the  conp 
tract  on  his  part;  and  on  the  20th  December,  ISrO,  this  action  was  commeuced  to 
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compel  a  8p«cific  performance  by  defendant  of  said  agreement,  or  to  sorreuder 
poasessiou  and  account  for  the  rents  and  profits. 

Oil  the  inal  it  was  proved  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  several  grantees  named 
in  the  deedii  mentioned  in  the  search,  entered  and  occupied  under  them  from  1847 
down.  That  as  early  as  April  or  May,  1870.  the  defendant  knew  that  the  dec i 
from  Flint  to  Arudi  was  not  recorded. 

Mrs.  Amdt  was  sworn,  and  testified  that  she  had  seen  the  deed  from  Flint  to  her; 
that  it  was  burned  up  some  three  or  five  years  after  she  gave  the  mortgage.  It 
was  aclcnowledged,  and  was  from  Flint  to.  her ;  she  did  not  recollect  whether 
Flint's  ife  signed  wthe  deed ;  the  best  of  her  knowledge  was  she  did. 

The  court  below  ordered  judgment  that  the  defendant  specifically  perform  the  con- 
tract on  his  part.    Defendant  appealed. 

Meldj  that  the  search  which  plaintiff  was  to  furnish  was  required  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff's  title  was  freejrom  all  incumbranceSt  and  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties  by  the  provisions  of  the  agreement. 

Ecldj  also,  that  the  defendant  is,  by  bis  contract,  entitled  to  a  tille  of  record^  and  if 
ilie  evidence  fall  short  of  establishing  such  a  title,  he  is  not  bound  to  accept  it 
unless  he  has  estopped  himself  from  insisting  on  such  a  title. 

Tiiere  is  nothing  shown  in  this  case  that  the  title  in  Mrs.  Amdt  whs  a  legal  unin- 
cumbered title.  It  was  proved  that  Flint  had  a  wife,  and  the  only  evidence  that 
she  united  in  the  deed  is  the  uncertain  and  unreliable  recollections  of  Mrs.  Amdt 
as  to  an  event  occurring  more  than  ten  years  before  the  trial.  What  is  to  pre- 
vent Mrs.  Flint  from  asserting,  should  she  survive  her  husband,  her  right  of 
dower  in  said  premises  t 

The  court  will  not  compel  the  defendant  to  take  a  title  which  is  prima  facie  defec- 
tive and  v^hich  he  may  not  be  able  to  sustain  in  an  action  brought  to  annul 
it. 

Mrs.  Flint  was  not  a  party  to  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  given  to  Flint  by  Mrs. 
Amdt,  and  she  whs  not  bound  by  the  judgment  in  that  action.  The  recitnl  in 
Mrs.  Amdt's  mortg}ige  of  the  conveyance  by  Flint  to  her  mny  bind  Flint,  he  is 
also  bunnd  by  the  jndv^meut  of  forecloAure  of  that  mortga^fe;  but  the  dlfiiculiy 
m  to  his  wife's  title  is  not  obviated  by  either.  The  defendant  ought  not  to  be 
compelled  to  accept  snch  a  title. 

Beldj  that  the  taking  and  retaining  possession  of  the  premises  by  the  defendant 
does  not  tatop  him  Jivm  difpuling  the  plaintiff  *s  title. 

Where  the  defect  in  the  title  is*  snch  as  necessarily  to  lessen  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty ir  would  not  be  held  waived  except  upon  the  most  conclusive  evidence  that 
it  was  his  intention  to  do  so. 

Fourth    Judicial  Department      Submitted  at  Bochestev, 
March,  1872.     Decided  at  Oswego^  May,  1S72. 
Before  Mullin,  P. «/.,  Johnson  and  Taixott,  JJ, 
On  tlie  18th  of  March,  1870,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
entered  into  a  contract  under  their  hands  and  seals,  wherein  and 
whereby  the  plaintiff  consented  and  agreed  to  and  with  the 
defendant  to  sell  and  convey  to  him  certain  lands  in  the  town 
of  Almond,  in  the  county  of  Allegany,  containing  about  315 
acres  of  land,  and  to  procure  a  search  of  record  showing 
Vol.  XUV.  5 
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tide  free  of  all  incurabrauces  by  the  first  of  May  then  next, 
and  wpon  performance  of  the  conditions  in  said  contract  to 
be  performed  by  this  defendant,  he  would  convey  said*  pre- 
mises to  him  by  a  full  covenant  warranty  deed  on  said  first 
day  of  May. 

The  defendant,  on  his  part,  covenanted  and  agreed  to  and 
with  the  said  plaintiff  to  pay  for  said  land  the  sum  of  $6,000 
in  eight  equal  annual  payments,  the  first  to  be  made  on  the 
first  of  April,  1871,  and  the  remaining  payments  annually 
thereafter.  He  was  also  to  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments 
thereafter  imposed  upon  said  land. 

It  was  mutually  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  have  pos- 
session on  the  1st  of  April^  1870,  and  that  he  should  keep  the 
same  in  good  repair,  &c.  That  if  defendant  should  fail  to 
perform  said  cont/act  the  plaintiff  might  declare  it  void, 
retain  whatever  might  be  paid  upon  it  and  aU  improvements, 
and  might  consider  defendant  as  his  tenant,  holding  over 
without  permission,  and  take  immediate  possession,  aad 
remove  defendant  therefrom. 

On  or  about  the  1st  day  of  May,  1870,  the  defendant  went 
into  possession  of  said  premises,  and  was  in  possession  there- 
of at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

About  the  17th  October,  1870,  plaintiff  presented  to  the 
defendant  a  search  made  by  the  clerk  of  Allegany  county, 
by  which  it  appeared  that  the  premises  in  question  were 
conveyed  by  Masterton  Ure  and  others  to  Paul  Goddard,  by 
deed  dated  the  1st  of  July,  1847,  and  which  was  duly  recorded 
9th  January,  1852,  in  liber  34  of  deeds,  page  201,  in  the 
clerk's  office  of  said  county. 

In  April,  1859,  Paul  Goddard  and  wife  conveyed  the  same 
premises  to  Edward  J.  Opp,  which  deed  was  duly  recorded. 

In  March,  1860,  Opp  and  wife  conveyed  to  Charles  L. 
Flinty  this  deed  was  duly  recorded. 

No  deed  is  found  upon  record  from  Flint  to  any  person, 
but  there  is  found  a  mortgage  from  Sarah  Arndt  and  her 
husband  to  said  Flint  upon  the  said  premises, — the  con- 
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sideration  of  which  is  stated  to  be  $5^000.  It  is  dated 
March  28th,  1861  and  was  duly  recorded  May  17th,  1861, 
in  liber  23  of  mortgages,  page  172.  It  is  stated  in  the 
mortgage,  that  the  lands  in  this  instrument  desended  bemg 
the  same  conveyed  by  said  party  of  the  second  part  to  said 
Sarah  Amdt,  by  deed  bearing  even  date  herewith. 

The  search  showed  a  mortgage  given  by  the  plaintiff  and 
wife  to  Jesse  B.  Gibbs,  bearing  date  January  21,  1869, 
recorded  January  27,  1869,  in  liber  32  of  mortgages,  which 
was  a  subsisting  lien  on  said  premises. 

This  search  was  left  with  defendant  for  some  time,  for  the 
purpose  of  examination  by  counsel  It  was  finally  returned 
with  an  objection,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  evidence  of 
any  conveyance  to  Amdt,  and  also  because  of  the  last 
mentioned  mortgage. 

Plaintiff  procured  a  satisfaction  piece  of  said  mortgage, 
and  annexed  it  to  the  search,  and  left  it  with  one  Brown, 
giving  defendant  notice  that  he  could  examine  it  while  in 
Brown's  possession,  but  he  could  not  take  it  away. 

Before  the  commencement  of  this  action  plaintiff  prepared 
and  tendered  a  deed  of  said  premises  to  the  defendant,  which 
he  refused  to  accept,  and  perform  the  contract  on  his  part, 
and  on  the  20th  of  December,  1870,  this  action  was  com- 
menced to  compel  the  defendant  to  specifically  perform  said 
agreement,  or  to  surrender  possession,  and  account  for  the 
rents  and  profits. 

On  the  trial  it  was  proved  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^ 
that  the  several  grantees  named  in  the  deeds  mentioned  in 
the  search,  entered  and  occupied  under  them  from  1847 
down. 

That  as  early  as  April  or  May  1870,  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  deed  from  Flint  to  Amdt,  was  not  record'ed. 

Mrs.  Amdt  was  sworn,  and  testified  that  she  had  seen  the 
deed  frora  Flint  to  her,  that  it  was  bumed  up,  some  three  to 
five  years  aft«r  she  gave  the  mortgage.  It  was  acknowledged 
and   was  from  Flint  to  her,  she  did  not  recollect  whether 
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Flint's  wife  signed  the  deed — tjlie  best  of  her  knowledge  was 
she  did. 

The  court  below  ordered  judgment,  that  the  defendant 
specifically  perform  the  contract  on  his  pirt,  and  from  that 
judgment  the  defendant  appeals. 

Bemis  &  Neak,  for  appellants. 
IIakes  &  Stevens,  for  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Mullin,  P.  J. — Upon  the  failure  of  the 
plaintiff  to  deliver  a  search  showing  his  title  to  the  land  free 
from  incumbrance,  the  defendant  might  have  rescinded  the 
contract.  In  order  to  rescind  he  must  have  surrendered  the 
possession.     {3Iore  agt.  Smedburyh,  8  Paigej  600.) 

Neglecting  to  rescind  and  yet  retaining  the  possession,  he 
cannot  be  permitted  to  insist  upon  the  plaintiff's  breach  of 
the  contract  to  deliver  the  search  as  a  defense  to  his  action 
for  specific  performance,  it  the  plaintiff  was  able  at  the  trial, 
to  make  such  a  title  to  the  premises  as  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  receive  under  the  contract.  (1  Hilliard  on  Yen- 
dorsj  193,  221 ;  2  lb.  279.)  Nor  could  a  purchaser  retaining 
possession  successfully  resist  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.     (Wright  agt.  DelaficUy  23  Barh.^  498). 

Before  proceeding  to  inquire  whether  the  plaintiff  has 
shown  such  a  title,  as  the  defendant  is  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  bound  to  receive,  it  is  necessary  to 
ascertain  what  sort  of  title  the  defendant  is  entitled  to,  under 
his  contract,  and  to  what  extent,  if  any,  the  contract  has  been 
controlled  or  modified  by  the  acts  of  the  parties  under  it. 

The  search  which  plaintifi  was  to  furnish  was  required  to 
show  that  the  pkdntiff's  title  was  free  from  all  incum- 
brances. 

The  parties  must  have  intended  by  this  provision  that 
the  title  should  be  free  from  all  incumbrances,  as  the  searcU 
could  not  truthfully  show  the  title  unincunc'.bered,  it  was  not 
so  in  fact 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.      85 

Curuy  Hgt.  Maihewsou. 

The  plaintiff  by  his  covenant  was  to  execute  and  deliver 
to  the  defendant  a  full  covenant  warranty  deedj  one  of  the 
covenants  in  such  a  deed  is  that  the  premises  conveyed  are 
free  from  incumbrances. 

When  the  contract  between  the  parties  to  sell  land,  and 
there  is  no  specification  of  the  extent  or  nature  of  the  title, 
that  is  to  be  conveyed,  the  vendor  must  convey  a  good 
unincumbered  title — (1  Hilliard  on  Vetidors  208,  9,)  So 
a  covenant  to  give  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance 
free  of  all  incumbrances  binds  the  party  t«  give  a  deed  which 
passes  the  title. 

If  the  vendor  cannot  make  such  a  title  the  purchaser  may 
return  back  the  purchase  money  with  interest  (1  Hilliard, 
209). 

The  same  author  pays  {on  page  210)  that  where  one 
contracts  to  purchase  on  the  faith  of  the  vendor's  having  a 
good  title,  he  has  a  right  to  have  the  title  sifted  to  the  bot- 
tom before  he  can  be  called  on  either  to  accept  an  indemnity 
or  compensation  for  a  defect,  or  to  abandon  the  contract,  as 
equity  will  not  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title. 

In  Fry  on  Specific  Performancey  347,  it  is  said ;  when  the 
vendj>r  sues  the  purchaser  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  plaintiffs'  bill 
dismissed  if  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  make  out  to 
the  land  a  title  free  from  reasonable  doubt  {See  also  note 
1  to  same  page^  also  note  2  page  349.) 

At  page  350  the  same  author  says,  the  court  vnJl  never 
compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  title,  when  the  point  on  which 
it  depends  is  too  doubtful  to  be  settled  without  litigation,  or 
when  the  purchase  would  expose  him  to  such  proceedings. 
The  court  will  not  compel  him  to  buy  a  lawsuit. 

Let  us  now  inquire  whether  the  title  established  by  the 

plajntiff  from  the  record  by  the  recitals  in  the  conveyances, 

under  which  he  acquired  title,  and  by  the  parol  proof  given 

on  the  trial  has  established  such  a  title  as  the  court  should 

require  the  defendant  to  accept. 


86      NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Coraj  agt  Maibewson. 

The  defect  in  the  title  being  the  absence  of  a  deed  from 
Flint  to  Arndt,  and  the  failure  to  record  that  deed  would  be 
obviated  if  its  existence  is  legally  formed^  as,  if  shown  to 
exist,  it  could  be  recorded,  and  thus  the  title  of  the  plaintiff 
made  complete  on  the  record. 

The  defendant  is  by  his  contract  entitled  to  a  title  of 
record,  and  if  the  evidence  falls  short  of  establishing  such  a 
title  he  is  not  bound  to  accept  it,  unless  he  has  estopped 
himself  from  insisting  on  such  a  title. 

Every  person  who  has  had  anything  to  do  with  convey- 
ancing must  be  aware  of  the  importance  to  persons  desiring 
to  sell  land  to  be  able  to  show  a  perfect  title  of  record.  Such 
a  title  is  not  only  the  most  satisfactory,  but  to  those  not 
acquainted  with  the  law,  the  only  one,  they  will  or  can 
safely  receive. 

A  title  is  very  largely  depreciated  that  can  only  be  estab- 
lished by  a  resort  to  evidence  aliunde  the  record. 

The  provisions  in  the  contract  for  a  perfect  title  on  the 
record  was  a  very  important  one  to  the  defendant,  and  the  - 
court  cannot  altogether  disregard  it. 

The  law  furnishes  no  means  to  establish  the  execution  or 
contents  of  the  deed  from  Flint  to  Arndt  except  by  perpetu- 
ating the  evidence  of  the  parties  to  that  deed  to  be  used 
>;vheuever  litigation  arises.  A  suit  by  the  defendant  may  be 
indispensible ;  but  even  a  suit  will  not  peifect  his  title  on 
the  record. 

The  court  below  has  held  that  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Arndt 
was  established  coficlusively  by  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Arndt 
alone,  while,  for  aught  appearing  in  the  case,  the  rights  of 
third  persons  may  have  intervened,  and  which  may  at  some 
future  day  be  asserted,  to  the  premises. 

It  is  enough  that  there  is  nothing  shown  in  this  case  that 
the  title  in  Mrs.  Arndt  was  a  legal  unincumbered  title. 

It  was  proved  that  Flint  had  a  wife,  and  the  only  evidence 
that  she  united  in  the  deed  is  the  uncertain  and  unreliable 
recollection  of  Mrs.  A.  as  to  an  event  occurring  more  than 
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ten  years  before  the  triaL  What  is  to  prevent  Mrs.  Flint 
froni  asserting,  should  she  survive  her  husband^  her  right  to 
dower  in  said  premises. 

The  court  will  not  compel  the  defendant  to  take  a  title 
which  is  prima  facie  defective,  and  which  he  may  not  be 
able  to  sustain  in  an  action  brought  to  annul  it  It  A^^as  held 
in  Seymour  agt.  Delany,  {Hophj  436),  that  equity  could  not 
compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title.  But  the  pur- 
chaser will  not  be  relieved  when  there  is  only  a  bare  possi- 
bility that  the  title  may  be  affected  by  existing  causes  pro- 
vided the  highest  evidence  of  which  the  naiure  of  the  case 
admits,  and  amounting  to  a  moral  certainly  be  given  that  no 
such  causes  exist  {Schermerhom  agt.  NiblOj  2  Bos'uj.,  161 ; 
MiVer  agt.  Macomb,  26  Wend.,  229.) 

What  protection  would  defendant  have  against  Mrs.  Flint, 
should  she  sue  for  dower f  The  judgment  in  this  case  would 
be  of  no  avail  against  her;  she  is  not  a  party  to  it,  and  yet 
the  recollection  of  Mrs.  A.  that  Mrs.  Flint  was  a  party  to  the 
deed  to  her,  has  been  held  suflBcient  evidence  of  a  transfer 
of  her  title  to  bmd  her.  If  such  was  not  the  effect  of  the 
evidence  and  of  the  judgment  founded  on  it,  the  defect  in  the 
title  remains. 

Mrs.  F.  was  not  a  party  to  the  foreclosure  of  the  mort- 
gage given  to  Flint  by  Mrs.  A.,  and  she  is  not  bound  by  thb 
judgment  in  that  action. 

The  recital  in  Mrs.  A.'s  mortgage  of  the  conveyance  by 
Flint  to  her,  may  bind  Flint,  he  is  bound  also  by  the  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  of  that  mortgage;  but  the  difficulty  as 
to  his  wife's  title  is  not  obviated  by  either.  The  defendant 
ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  accept  such  a  title. 

It  only  remains  to  inquire  whether  taking  and  retaining 
possession  by  the  defendant  estops  him  from  disputing  the 
plaintiff's  title. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  said  that  a  purchaser  who  takes 
and  retains  possession  of  lands  under  a  contract  of  purchase 
is  estopped  from  alleging  a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title.     (I 
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IfiUiard  on  Vendors.  21-223;  Viel  agt.  Troy^  dx.j  JRM.  Co.y 
20  K  r.,  184.) 

But  the  proposition  thus  broadly  stated  is  not  supported 
by  any  adjudged  case  that  I  have  been  able  to  find. 

Possession  will  estop  a  purchaser  from  taking  advantage 
of  the  strict  performance  by  the  vendor  of  his  covenant  to 
convey  at  the  time  specified  in  the  contract  and  from  suc- 
cessfully resisting  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money. 
{Wriglit  agt.  Delafieldj  supra)  1st  Hilliard  on  Vendors,  221; 
Veil  agt.  Troy,  &c.,  E,R.  Co.,  supra;  Tompkins  agt.  Hiatt^ 
28  N,  F.,  347;  Hill  agt.  Hilly  4  Barb.y  419;  Lewis  agt. 
McMillen,  41  Barb.,  420.) 

And  vi^heu  he  enters  into  possession  under  the  contract, 
knowing  that  there  is  a  slight  defect  in  the  vendor's  title  or 
a  slight  incumbrance  upon  it,  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived 
it.  Same^  223,  224.  Ten  Broech  agt.  Livingston^  1  J.C.R.^ 
357 ;    Winne  agt.  Reynolds,  6  Paige,  407.) 

But  when  the  defect  in  the  title  is  such  as  necessarily 
to  lessen  the  value  of  the  property,  it  would  not  be  held 
waived  except  upon  the  mbst  conclusive  evidence  that  it 
was  his  intention  so  to  do. 

This  is  the  conclusion  necessarily  drawn  from  the  opinion 
of  the  master  of  the  rolls  in  King  agt.  King,  (1  Mylne  & 
Keene,  442.) 

The  defendant,  the  purchaser,  had  been  in  possession  for 
eight  years  under  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  certain  pre- 
mises, to  which  the  vendor  could  not  make  a  good  title,  yet 
he  had  refused  to  surrender  its  possession,  or  to  take  such 
title  as  the  vendor  could  give.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the 
latter  to  compel  a  surrender  of  the  contract,  or  that  defend- 
ant accept  the  title. 

Tiie  master  of  the  rolls  directed  the  surrender  of  the  agree- 
ment and  an  account  for  the  rents  and  profits. 

The  case  is  substantially  the  same  in  principle  as  the  one 
before  us;  yet  eight  years  possession  did  not  estop  the  de- 
fendant from  insisting  on  the  defect  of  title,  and  the.  relief 
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granted  fully  protected  the  vendor  and  did  no  injustice  to 
the  purchaser. 

In  Burroughs  agt.  Oakley^  (3  Swanst,  159),  h  purchaser 
was  held  entitled  to  an  investigation  of  the  title  notwith- 
standing possession  taken,  acts  of  ownership  incident  to  pos- 
session, and  preparation  for  a  conveyance,  (1  HUliard  on 
Yendorsj  221,  228.) 

In  Minor  agt.  Edwards,  (12  Mis.,  137),  the  agreement 
was  to  pay  for  the  land,  on  the  vendor  making  a  clear  title 
in  fee  simple.  The  deed  delivered  did  convey  in  fee,  but 
there  was  an  incumbrance  unknown  to  the  purchaser.  Held, 
the  latter  might. waive  his  right  to  a  deed  in  fee  and  accept 
a  lesser  interest;  that  whether  there  was  such  a  waiver  was  a 
question  for  the  court,  and  there  must  be  unequivocal  proof 
of  it* 

The  most  that  can  be  claimed  against  a  purchaser  by  rea- 
son of  taking  and  retaining  possession  of  land  under  a  con- 
tract of  purchase  is,  that  it  is  evidence  of  a  wuiver  of 
objection  to  the  title,  but  whether  it  shall  estop  him  depends 
on  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  * 

In  Fox  agt.  Burch,  (1  Merivale,  105),  the  defendant  went 
into  possession  of  premises,  to  which  the  vendor  covenanted  to 
mdke  title  by  a  day  named,  and  on  payment  of  the  price  to 
convey,  the  abstract  showed  a  valid  title.  The  bill  prayed 
specific  performance,  or  that  the  defendant  surrender  posses- 
tion  and  account  for  the  rent,  &c. 

The  answer  admitted  the  agreement,  claimed  possession 
under  a  prior  parol  agreement,  and  that  he  took  exceptions 
to  the  title  as  disclosed  in  the  abstract^  and  they  had  not 
been  removed,  and  that  he  insisted  on  a  performance  by  the 
plaintiff. 

The  Lord  Chancelor  said,  that  although  in  the  ordinary 
case  of  a  purchaser  being  let  into  possession,  he  must  be 
taken  to  have  waived,  or  to  have  given  reason  to 
expect  that  he  will  waive  objections  to  the  title,  yet  there  is 
another  class  of  cases  in  which  the  purchaser  gets  into  pos- 
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session  by  the  courtesey  of  the  vendor,  when  it  must  depend 
on  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case,  whether  he 
shall  be  compelled  to  pay  the  purchase  money  before  the 
completion  of  the  title.  In  the  present  case,  it  was  not 
denied  there  was  a  degree  of  laches  on  the  part  of  the  vendor 
in  making  out  his  title,  and  on  these  grounds  the  motion 
was  denied  and  an  order  of  reference  ordered  to  inquire  as 
to  the  title. 

The  court  finds  that  the  defendant  knew  as  early  as  May 
or  April  of  the  defect  in  plaintiflPs  title. 

This  defect  was  not  discovered  until  after  the  contract 
was  completed  by  which  the  rights  of  the  pc^rties  was  fixed. 
It  cannot  be  said  that  defendant  purchased  with  knowledge 
of  the  defect,  and  is  not  estopped  on  that  ground  from  insist- 
ing on  the  defect. 

It  is  not  certain  whether  defendant  went  into  possession 
with  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  title. 

By  the  contract  he  was  to  have  possession  on  the  first  of 
April  1870,  but  the  finding  is,  he  entered  on  or  about  the 
first  of  May,  ariW  that  he  had  notice  of  the  defect  in  April  or 

Mav. 

This  finding  is  too  uncertain  to  justify  the  court  in  giving 
any  considerable  importance  to  the  notice. 

Should  the  defendant  succeed  on  the  next  trial  of  this  cause^ 
the  judgment  should  contain  a  provision  declaring  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  null  and  void,  thus  enabling  the 
plaintifi  to  maintain  ejectment  for  the  land,  and  in  such 
action  to  recover  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  time  defendant 
has  been  in  possession. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  special  term  should  be  reversed,  a  new  trial  granted ; 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Johnson  J.  dissents. 
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Sickle  agU  Manh. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Joseph  W.  Sickle  et  aly  agt  Pelatiah  J.  Mabsh  et  dL 


The  defendants,  on  the  125ih  of  April  1870,  at  Troy,  N.  Y.,  wrote  to  Heasrs  Allen  ft 
Co.  of  New  York,  plaintiffa,  a  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:  **Troj, 
April  25,  1870.  Messrs  Allen  &  Co.  New  York.  Gents.  The  bearer,  Mr.  Leonard 
Wager,  Troj,  N.  Y.,  is  going  to  start  a  pedling  route  to  sell  cigars  and  tobacco. 
He  winhes  to  buy  bis  goods  of  yonr  firm,  if  yon  will  give  him  a  liberal  wedit* 
We,  the  undersigned,  will  be  his  security  to  the  amount  of  $1,000.  Signedt 
T.  8.  Bjlnker,  p.  J.  Marsh." 

Wager,  between  April  26,  1870,  and  August  12,  1870,  purchased  of  plaintifTs,  at 
different  days,  cigars  and  tobacco,  amounting  in  all  to  $2,178.55.  The  firs  tsale 
amounted  to  $786.78,  and  on  several  different  days  during  said  term  paid  on  account 
Slims  of  money  amounting  in  all  to  $1,412.28.  At  no  time  did  his  indebtedness 
#xceed  $1,000.  The  unpaid  balance  for  which  this  action  was  brought  was  $766t 
27,  due  on  average  time,  Sept.  12,  1870. 

Meld,  that  this  letter  was  a  contin%Ung  ffuarantyt  and  rendered  the  defendants  liable 
witil  notice  U>  the  contrary. 


Hensselaer  Circuity  Feb.^  1872. 
Action  tried  without  a  jury. 

A.  B.  Pasmenteb,  for  plaintiff. 
CowEN  &  Boies,  for  defendants. 

On  the  25th  of  April,  1870,  the  defendant,  Marsh,  and  one 
Banker,  now  deceased,  (for  whom  his  executrix  has  been 
substituted,)  wrote  a  letter;  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy: 

*^  Tboy,  Apra  2^,  1870. 

"Messrs.  Allen  &  Co.,  New  York.  Gents.  The  bearer,  Mr. 
Leonard  Wager,  Troy,  N.  Y.,  is  going  to  start  a  pedling 
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route  to  sell  cigars  and  tobacco.  He  wishes  to  buy  his  goods 
of  your  firm  if  you  will  give  him  a  liberal  credit.  We,  the 
undersigned,  will  be  his  security  to  the  amount  of  one 
thousand  dollars. 

"  Signed,        T.  S.  Banker 
*'  P.  J.  Marsh." 

This  was,  by  Marsh  and  Banker,  delivered  to  Leonard 
Wager  and  by  him  taken  to  New  York  and  on  the  following 
day  delivered  to  tlie  plaintiffs,  composing  the  firm  of  Allen 
&  Co.  It  was  at  that  time  stated  to  them  that  Wager  had 
no  means,  and  that  Marsh  and  Banker  were  good. 

On  the  26th  day  of  April,  1870,  and  on  several  days  after- 
ward, the  last  being  Aug.  12,  1870,  the  plaintife  sold  to 
Wager,  cigars  and  tobacco  amounting  in  all  to  $2,178.55.' 
The  first  sale  amounted  to  $786.78*  On  the  1 3th  day  of 
May,  1870  and  on  several  days  afterward,  the  last  being  Aug. 
11,  1870,  Wager  paid  on  account,  sums  of  money  varying 
from  $100  to  about  $240;  and  amounting  in  all  to  $1,412.28. 
At  no  time  did  his  indebtedness  exceed  $1000.  The  unpaid 
balance  is  $766.27 ;  which,  by  average,  was  payable  Sept.  12, 
1870  and  this  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover.  The  question 
is  whether  the  paper  was  a  continuing  guaranty. 

Learned,  J. — The  principle  is  settled  that  instruments  of 
this  kind  are  to  have  a  liberal  construction.  ^^  If  the  language 
is  ambiguous,  and  admits  of  two  fair  interpretations,  and  the 
guarantee  has  advanced  his  money  on  the  faith  of  the  inter- 
pretation most  favorable  to  his  rights,  that  interpretation 
will  prevail  in  his  favor."  {Lawrence  agt.  McCalmonty  2 
How.  U.  S.J  426.)  It  is  true  that,  when  the  meaning  of  the 
guaranty  is  ascertained,  the  liabihty  of  the  guarantor  is  not 
to  be  extended  by  implication.  This  is  what  is  meant  by 
saying  that  a  guaranty  is  strictissimi  juris,  {Dobbin  agt 
Bradleyy  17  Wend.  422.) 
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But  where  the  question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
written  language,  there  is  no  difference  between  the 
contract  of  a  surety  and  that  of  any  other  party.  The 
rule  that  the  words  of  an  instrument  ar&  to  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  the  party  who  signed  it,  applies  to  guaran- 
ties. {Mason  agt.  Pritchardj  12  East.,  227;  Gates  agt. 
McKee^  13  N.  T.y  232 ;  Douglas  agt.  Reynolds^  7  Peters^ 
113. 

Now  in  construing  this  paper  it  must  be  remembered  that 
the  guarantors,  by  notice  to  the  guarantees,  could  at  any  time 
prevent  the  incurring  of  any  further  liability. 

The  paper  shows  that  Wager  was  about  to  carry  on  a 
business,  and  that  his  purchases  were  not  to  be  for  his  private 
use.  The  defendants  lay  stress  on  the  word  '^  start,''  and 
insist  that  it  was  only  for  the  first  purchases  that  the  credit 
was  to  be  given.  They  say  that  after  Wager  had  once  pur- 
chased goods  to  the  amount  of  $1,000  he  could  pay  cash  for 
his  future  purchases  out  of  his  sales. 

But  starting  a  pedling  route  certainly  implies  carrying  it 
on.  Wager  was  to  buy  "his  goods,"  which  means  the 
goods  he  would  use  in  the  business.  And  it  is  hardly  to  be 
expected  that  out  of  the  profits  of  the  sales  he  could  keep 
up  his  stock  and  also  pay  off  his  first  purchases. 

The  defendants  cite  Fellows  agt.  Prentice  (3  DeniOj  512). 
But  this  case  in  the  supreme  court  was  decided  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  had  extended  the  time  of  the  purchase  and 
had  thus  discharged  the  guarantor.  And  this  seems  to  have 
been  the  only  point  decided  in  the  court  of  errors.  An  ex- 
amination will  show  that  the  head  note  on  the  subject  of 
continuing  guarantees  is  not  sustained  by  the  case. 

The  two  other  cases  of  Whitney  agt.  Groot  (14  Wend.j 
82),  and  Rogers  agt.  Warren  (8  Johns. ^  119),  have  this  dif- 
ference from  the  present,  that  no  limit  to  the  anK>unt  of 
credit  to  be  given  was  named. 

The  language  of  this  guaranty  is  that  the  $1,000  is  the 
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limit  of  the  security,  not  of  the  purchases.  And  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  reasonable  construction  is  that  the  guaranty 
continued  until  notice  to  the  contrary.  This  is  sustained 
by  Gates  agt.  McKeCy  (13  N.  Y.j  232,)  and  Bindge  agt.  Jud- 
soHy  (24  N.  r.,  64.) 

Decision  for  plaintiffs. 
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Town  of  Bocheater  agt.  Davie. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

/ 

I 

The  Town  op  Rochestee  agt.  Jacob  Davis  et  oiL 

An  tj^nctum  pendente  lite  will  ismie  to  restrain  town  officers  from  tbe  issiiinff  of 
bondfl  of  tbe  town  for  railroad  parposes  where  it  is  allejfed  that  the  town  had  no 
amhority  to  create  sach  bonds  by  reaiton  of  a  defect  in  the  petition  of  tbe  tax 
payers  of  tbe  town.  The  county  clerk's  certificate  is  not  oondnsive  evidence 
of  sach  aothohty. 

Albany  Special  Termy  Julyy  1872. 

"Westbrook  &  Cantine,  for  plaintiffs. 
Groo  &  Lton,  for  defendants. 

Learned,  J, — This  action  is  brought  to  restrain  the  issue 
and  negotiation  by  the  defendants,  Davis  and  others,  of  cer- 
tain bonds  of  the  plaintiffs  about  to  be  issued  uuder  so-called 
bonding  acts  in  aid  of  the  N.  Y.  &  0.  Midland  R.  R.  Co., 
and  the  plaintiffs  now  move  for  an  injunction  j?en(2en^6  lUe 

I  fully  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  that  in- 
junctions ^anc2en^6  lite  should  be  granted  cautiously  and  only 
when  necessity  appears.  Where,  for  instance,  such  an  in- 
junction would  prevent  a  defendant  from  exercising  what 
would  •  ordinarily  be  a  vested  and  personal  right,  where  the 
threatened  injury  could  be  compensated  by  the  recovery  of 
damages;  in  these  and  in  similar  cases  the  court  should 
hesitate  to  grant  this  remedy. 

But  the  present  is  a  very  different  case.     The  defendants 

Davis  and  others,  commissioners  are,  under  the  statute,  the 

qtiosi  agents  of  the  plaintiffi  for  the  issuing  of  these  bonds. 

They  have  no  personal  rights  in  the  matter,  but  have  only, 

as  they  claim,  the  authority  to  create  a  large  debt  which 
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shall  be  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs  and  binding  on  theni. 
This  debt,  too,  if  once  created,  might.be  binding  on  the  town 
even  if  the  authority  of  the  commissioners  was  obtained  im- 
properly, as  the  plaintiff  claims  that  it  was  in  fact.  So  that, 
if  the  bonds  are  once  issued,  the  plaintifls  would  seem  to  be 
remediless. 

Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  railroad  company,  for  whose 
benefit  these  bonds  are  to  be  issued,  have  any  vested  rights 
in  the  matter.  The  present,  therefore,  seems  to  be  a  proper 
case  lor  an  injunction  pendente  litey  if  sufficient  facts  exist  to 
maintain  the  plaintiffi'  action. 

I  have  examined  the  affidavits  presented  on  both  sides.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  go  over  the  details  and  discuss  the  alleged 
defects  and  insufficiencies  in  the  consents.  That  will  best  be 
done  on  the  trial.  But  without  intending  to  pre-judge  the 
case,  as  it  may  then  appear,  I  think  there  is  clearly  enough  to 
show  that  the  bond^  ought  not  to  issue  till  the  final  decision. 
The  question  is  whether  the  town,  by  a  sufficient  number  of 
its  tax-payers,  has  authorized  the  issue  of  these  bonds.  Unless 
this  has  been  done  the  bonds  ought  not  to  issue. 

It  is  said  that  the  affidavit  of  the  county  clerk  attached  to 
ihe  consents  is,  by  statute,  made  evidence  of  the  facts  there- 
in contained.  If  evidence,  it  is,  at  the  most,  not  conclusive. 
And  if  the  fact  be,  as  alleged  on  the  motion,  that  many  of 
the  signatures  are  forgeries,  or,  at  least,  are  not  in  the  hand* 
writing  of  the  persons  whose  they  purport  to  be,  certainly 
the  county  clerk's  affidavit  cannot,  in  such  a  suit  as  this, 
bar  an  investigation.  I  cannot  think  that  in  this  suit,  that 
affidavit  can  be  conclusive  on  any  of  the  objections  pre- 
sented by  the  plaintifis. 

Injunction  granted. 
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Blakelee  agt  Boohansiu 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Levi  Blakelee  agt.  Thohas  Bcchakak,  Jb. 

Where  the  oomplaiQt  and  affidavit  contain  fncts  from  which  the  Jodge  who  granted 
the  order  of  arrest  (for  libel)  became  jndiciallj  satisfied  that  a  caaM  of  action  ex- 
isted, audHhat  ii  was  not  one  of  a  trivial  chHracter,  and  it  cannot  be  said  from 
the  proofs  presented  upon  the  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest ;  that  the  dis* 
creiion  of  the  jadge  was  erroneoosljr  exercised,  the  motion  to  vacate  the  arrest 
will  be  denied. 

Oneida  Special  Term^  October  18,  1872. 

This  action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  recovering 
SI  00,000  damages,  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  publication  and  circulation,  by  the  defendant,  of  an 
alleged  libellous  circular,  set  out  in  the  complaint. 

Upon  the  complaint  and  an  affidavit  f>{  the  plaintiff,  Jus- 
tice Morgan  granted  an  order  of  arrest  holding  the  defend- 
ant to  bail  in  the  sum  of  $10,000. 

The  bail  was  given,  and  the  defendant,  on  the  papers  used 
to  obtain  the  order  of  arrest  and  on  his  own  affidavit,  moves  to 
discharge  the  order  of  arrest.  The  plaintiff  reads  additional 
affidavits  in  support  of  the  arrest,  and  shows  that  the  defend- 
ant, in  187 J,  conveyed  his  valuable  real  estate  to  his  daughter, 
and  has  kept  his  business  accounts  in  the  name  of  members  of 
bis  family;  that  he  has  left  the  state  en  route  for  Florida;  and 
it  was  alleged  by  defendant's  counsel  that  such  absence  from 
the  state  was  on  account  of  his  health,  and  that  lact  was  sub- 
stantially conceded  by  the  plaintifi's  counsel  on  the  argu- 
ment of  this  motion. 

The  plaintifi  was  cashier  of  the  Peoples'  Safe  Deposit  and 
Savings  Institution,  lately  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Utica. 

Formerly  the  defendant  was  such  cashier.  The  circular 
Vol*.  XLIV.  7 


98      NEW  TOEK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

■   __■_-  . . 

BUkelee  agt.  Baohanan. 

alleged  in  the  complaint  is  sworn  by  the  plaintiff  to  have 
produced  ^'a  run  on  the  bank^  and  that  the  credit  thereof  was 
wholly  destroyed ;''  that  the  publication  was  and  is  wholly 
false  and  malicious ;  and  the  pluintifi  was  thereby  greatly 
injured  in  his  character  and  credit,  and  his  business  was 
broken  up  and  destroyed. 

E.  J.  Richardson /or  the  motion. 
J.  Thomas  Spbiggs^  of  counsel 

Hardin^  J. — ^Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  non-imprisonment 
act  of  1831^  the  cases  in  which  a  defendant  might  be  an*ested 
were  prescribed  by  the  revised  statutes.     (2  B,  5.,  348.) 

In  cases  of  libel  it  was  necessary  to  apply  for  an  order  of 
a  judge^  who,  in  cases  coming' within  the  established  prac- 
tice, granted  the  order  {Graham\*  Pr.y  booh  2,  105),  and 
special  circumstances  were  required  to  obtain  the  order  (2 
Cains  B.y  47  j   20  Johns.y  337). 

The  legislature,  April  26,  1831,  by  what  is  known  as  the 
Stilwell  act  or  non-imprisonment  act,  provided  for  certain 
cases  of  arrest. 

That  act  was  not  repealed  by  the  179  section  of  the  Code. 
Indeed  it  was  expressly  provided  by  section  178  of  the  Code 
that  no  person  shall  be  arrested  in  a  civil  action  except  as 
prescribed  by  the  Code,  but  the  general  words  were  followed 
by  a  proviso  expressly  continuing  in  force  the  Stilwell  act ; 
and  the  courts  have,  in  numerous  cases,  determined  that  the 
act  of  1831  remains  in  force.  {The  People  agt  Goodwin^  50 
Barb.y  562 ;  The  People  agt  CPBrien,  6  Ahh.^  N.  S.y  68 ; 
HaU  agt.  Kellogg^  12  N.  T.,  352  ;  Cobb  agt  Harmon,  23  N. 
r.,  148.) 

By  section  179  of  the  Code,  it  is  provided  that  a  "defend- 
ant may  be  arrested  as  hereinafter  prescribed  in  the  following 
cases:  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  on  a  cause  of 
action  not  arising  out  of  contract ;  •  •  when  the  action  is 
^'-  injury  to  person  or  character/'     •     &c. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.      09 

Blakelee  agt.  Bachmoan. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that  an  order 
of  arrest,  under  the  section  quoted^  should  not  be  granted 
except  such  a  case  is  made  by  the  party  applying  as  would 
have  entitled  him^  according  to  the  practice  established  under 
the  Revised  Statutes,  to  an  order. 

But  it  was  held,  in  Baker  agt.  Quackhamer  (5  How.f 
261)j  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  order 
vacated  upon  the  ground  that  no  speciid  cause  for  requiring 
bail  is  set  up  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  upon  which  the  order 
was  granted. 

In  commenting  on  the  good  sense  of  the  former  rule, 
MoBSE,  J.  says:  ^^  It  has  been  thought  wise  by  the  legisla* 
ture  to  extend  the  ^ower  of  plaintiffs  to  arrest  and  hold  to 
bail  in  this  class  of  actions."  ^^  That  th^y  have  done  so,  I 
think,  is  too  clear  to  be  doubted.''    (5  How.y  252.) 

The  defendant's  counsel  has  cited  Davis  agt.  Scoitj  (15 
Abb..  127),  opinion  by  Daly,  J.,  in  N.  Y.  C.  P.,  in  which  it 
is  said  that,  before  the  Code  and  since,  the  judge  to  whom  an 
application  is  made  for  an  order  of  arrest  has  a  right  to 
exercise  a  discretion ;  and,  he  adds,  that  it  is  a  proper  exer- 
cise to  grant  an  order  only  in  extreme  cases;  and  he  reaches, 
very  properly,  the  conclusion,  that  such  order  should  be 
refused  in  trivial  actions  calling  only  for  nominal  damages. 

In  harmony  with  the  rule  there  laid  down,  is  the  case  of 
Orandail  agt.  Bryan  (15  How.y  48),  it  is  there  said,  the  judge 
who  grants  the  order  should  be  satisfied  on  the  force  and 
weight  of  the  affidavits  produced,  that  a  cause  of  action 
exists,  and  that  the  case  is  a  proper  one  within  the  proivsions 
of  the  Code.  The  evidence  should  be  such  that  the  judge 
may,  upon  the  papers,  be  judicially  satisfied.  (4  Sand/.,  715 ; 
10  Abb.y  41 1.) 

In  Siuyvesant  agt.  Bowman^  (3  Ahb.y  N.  S.,  270 ;  8.  C7., 
34  Hoto.y  51,)  it  was  held  that  after  an  order  of  arrest  has 
been  granted  it  should  not  be  vacated  on  a  mere  denial  of 
the  affidavits  used  to  obtain  it,  for  that  would  be  trying  the 
case  on  affidavits.    That  to  induce  a  court  to  vacate,  a  case 
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should  be  made  so  clear  that  if  the  same  was  before  the 
court  on  trial  it  would  justify  a  nonsuit 

Such  a  case  has  not  been  made  on  this  motion. 

The  complaint  sets  out  the  circular,  and  the  affidavit 
alleges  that  it  is  fulse  and  malicious. 

The  defendant  denies  that  he  published  and  circulated  it 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  has  sustained  great  damage 
by  its  publication  and  circulation^  and  alleges  that  his  busi^ 
ness  has  been  brol^en  up  and  ruined  thereby. 

The  defendant's  counsel  insists  that  the  plaintiff  should 
allege  more  especially  the  nature  and  evil  intent  of  the  de^ 
fendant  in  order  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendant 

But  the  compkint  sets  out  the  circular  or  libel,  and  by 
inspection  its  words  and  language  are  as  clearly  before  the 
court  as  though  they  had  been  repeated  in  the  affidavit  The 
complaint  is  verified,  and  must  be  considered  as  an  affidavits 
(7  Abb.,  181  ;  7  Bo9W.,  687  j  28  How.y  211.) 

The  affidavit  states  that  said  libel  ^'  was  and  is  wRoUy 
false  and  malicious,  and  dep«)nent  was  thereby  greatly  in- 
jured in  his  character  and'  credit,  and  his  business  was 
broken  up  and  destroyed.'' 

The  complaint  and  affidavit  contain  facts  from  which  the 
ju()ge  who  granted  the  order  became  judicially  satisfied  that 
a  cause  of  action  existed,  and  that  it  was  not  one  of  a  trivial 
character,  and  it  cannot  be  said,  from  the  proofs  presented 
upon  this  motion  that  the  discretion  of  the  judge  was  erro- 
neously exercised.  6  Abb.y  N.  5,,  9,  was  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  to  establish  that  the  circular  alleged  in  the 
complaint  in  this  action  is  not  libelous. 

That  case  has  little  application  here,  for  that  was  an 
action  brought  by  a  corporation  and  the  rule  is  somewhat 
different  in  actions  of  libel  in  behalf  of  corporations. 

There  must  be  special  damages  averred  and  proven  in 
order  to  sustain  the  action  {Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt 
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Eedesinej  11  Abb.yN.  S.j  386^  qualifying  the  rule  of   law  in 
18  Abb.y  413). 

The  articles  set  out  in  the  case  in  6  Abb.y  N.  8.^  9y  were 
not  libelous  per  se^  and  no  allegations  were  found  in  the 
complaint  of  special  damages. 

In  this  case  the  circular  set  out  in  the  complaint  is  libelous 
per  sej  and  the  complaint  therefore,  with  the  affidavit  pre- 
sented to  the  judge,  made  out  a  good  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  (2  Kent  16;  Reade  agt  Sweetzer^  charge  of 
Clerke,  J.y  6  Abb.j  N.  S.y  17.) 

The  defendant's  learned  counsd  insists  that  it  does  not 
appear  by  the  complaint  that  any  of  the  defamatory  matter 
in  the  circular  relates  to  the  plaintiff  The  complaint  will 
be  found  by  inspection  to  conform  to  the  rules  of  pleading 
in  actions  of  libeL 

By  section  164  of  the  Code  it  is  provided  ^^  that  it  shall 
he  sufficient  to  state  generally  that  the  same  was  published 
or  spoken  concerning  the  plaintiff.''  It  has  been  held  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  malice  specially  in  the  pleadings. 
{0pp.  of  Mason  J.  Opdyhe  agt  Beed  (note)^  18  Abb.  224.) 

The  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  is  denied  with 
SIO  costs. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

William  P.  Hawkins,  respondent,  agt.  Cliffobd  TnsBEBr 

TON;  el  al.f  apellants. 

Where  an  anetioneer  states,  at  the  time  of  sale,  "here  are  25  barrels  of  blae  yitriol, 
sound  and  iu  good  order,"  it  is  a  warranty  to  the  purchaser  that  the  article  is 
sound  and  in  good  order,  and  that  it  is  blue  vitriol. 

And  it  is  error  for  the  court  below  on  tjie  trial  to  withhold  this  eTidence  of  warrant 
from  the  jurj,  when  properly  requested  to  snbmitit  to  them. 

Appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  rendered 
against  them,  at  the  general  term  of  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York. 

The  following  facts  appeared  upon  the  trial :  On  the  16th 
of  January,  1867,  Burdeth,  Jones  &  Co.,  who  were  auction- 
eers in  the  city  of  New  York,  sold  for  the  plaintiff*  twenty- 
five  barrels  of  what  was  called  blue  vitriol.  The  auctioneer, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  plaintiff'  being  present,  stated 
that  the  article  was  **  blue  vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order.^ 
The  defendants,  being  the  highest  bidders,  became  the  pur- 
chasera  at  eight  cents  per  pound,  relying  upon  the  represen- 
tation of  the  auctioneer  that  it  was  "blue  vitriol,"  and 
believing  that  it  was  such.  At  the  time  of  the  purchase  the 
defendants  examined  some  of  it,  and  it  had  the  appearance 
of  blue  vitriol,  being  blue.  They  took  a  sample  of  it  away, 
and  the  next  morning  found  that  it  had  turned  nenily  all 
white  at  the  surface  from  exposure  to  the  air,  and  it  was  not 
blue  vitriol,  and  they  immediately  notified  the  plaintiff  that 
they  would  hot  take  it  The  plaintiff  then  notified  them 
that  he  should  sell  it  upon  their  account,  and  look  to  them 
for  any  loss.     He  accordingly  did  sell  it  at  auction  for  about 
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five  cents  per  pound,  and  the  loss  was  over  $400,  which  this 
action  was  brought  to  recover.  It  was  subsequently  discov- 
ered by  chemical  analysis  that  the  article  contained  only  from 
17.  to  25  per  cent  of  blue  vitriol,  chemically  called  sulphate 
of  copper,  and  that  the  balance  was  mostly  green  vitriol, 
chemically  called  sulphate  of  iron  or  copperas.  It  was  not 
possible  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  discover  by  any  examina- 
tion which  could  then  be  made  the  true  character  of  this 
article.  It  could  be  discovered  by  ex](^sure  for  some  hours 
to  the  air  or  by  chemical  analysis.  This  article  had  just 
been  imported  from  Germany,  and  it  was  shown  by  a  manu- 
facturing chemist,  who  formerly  resided  in  Germany,  that  it 
was  known  there  as  Salzburger  vitriol,  and  not  as  blue  vitriol* 
A  chemist,  sworn  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  testified  that  it 
was  not  blue  vitriol  nor  white  vitriol,  but  chemically  speaking, 
mixed  vitriol.  While  sulphate  of  copper  was  worth  from  8 
to  9}  cents  per  pound^  sulphate  of  iron  was  worth  only  1^ 
cents  per  pound. 

The  defendants  in  this  action  set  up  warranty  and  fraud 
in  the  sale  of  the  article ;  and  at  the  close  of  the  evidence 
upon  the  trial  requested  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  both  grounds. 
The  court  refused  the  request,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintifiT,  and  ordered  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  in  the  first 
instance  at  the  general  term.  The  cause  was  heard  at  the 
general  term,  and  judgment  ordered  for  plaintiff  up6n 
the  verdict.  From  the  judgment  entered^  the  defendants 
appealed  to  this  court 

« 

Ira  G.  Warren,  for  appellants. 

I.  The  Court  erred  in  not  submitting  the  question  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  defendants,  when  they  represented  this 
to  be  "twenty-five  birrels  of  blue  vitriol,  sound  and  in  good 
order,'^  intended  to  warrant  it  to  be  so.  The  question, 
whether  the  words  used  were  understood  and  intended  by 
the  parties  as  a  warranty,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the   jury, 
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and  h'iioukl  be  left  to  tbein  to  determine.  (Duffee  agt  Mason^ 
8  Goweuj  25 'j  Whitney  agt,  SuttoUy  10  Wend.j  412;  CookagU 
Mosknfy  13  Wend.y  211 ;  Stryker  agt.  Berg^j  15  Wend,^  490 ; 
lioyers  agt  AchermaUy  22  Barb^  134;  Richardson  agt. 
Mason,  53  Barb.,  GOl ;  Blaclceman  agt.  Mackay,  1  ^iZ^.^ 
.226;  Bradford  agt.  JSw^A,  10  .4Za.,  iV.  &,  386;  -Mam« 
agt.  WallacBy  9  N.  H.y  111.) 

Where  the  seller  said,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  "  the  cow 
is  all  right,"  it  was  held  to  be  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  these  words  were  meant  or  intended  as  a  warranty 
of  her  soundness,  although,  as  in  this  case,  the  words  were 
undisputed.  (To^Wc  agt.  Brown,  4  Gray,  457;  Foster  agt. 
Caldwell,  18   Vt,  176.) 

The  representation  was  ^'here  are  25  barrels  of  blue 
vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order.^' 

It  is  a  positive  affirmation  that  the  25  barrels  contained 
blue  vitriol,  that  it  was  sound,  and  that  it  was  in  good  order. 

No  particular  form  of  words  is  essential  to  constitute  a 
warranty.  Any  assertion  of  the  vender  is  relied  on  by  the 
vendee  and  understood  by  both  parties  as  an  'absolute 
assertion,  amounts  to  a  warranty,  and  should  be  enforced 
as  such.  (Chapman  agt.  Murch,  19  Johns.f  290;  Sit^eet 
agt.  Bradley^  24  Barb.,  549 ;  Roberts  agt.  Morgan^  2  Cow^j 
438;  Wilbur  agt.  Cartwright,  44  Barb.,  536;  Carly  agt 
Wilkins,  6  Barb.,  557  ;  Holman  agt.  Lord,  12  Barb.,  336 ; 
yMunson  agt  Lombard,  18  Pick.,  66;  Beeman  agt.  Buck,  3 

rt.,  53.) 

'  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts  an  auctioneer  sold  an  article 
as  "  Mafiilla  indigo,"  which  in  point  of  fact  was  not  Manilla 

'  indigo,  but  a  skillfully  prepared  compound  so  nearly  resem- 
bling it  that  an  expert  could  not  detect  the  fraud  by 
examination. 

The  court  held  that  although  the  party  examined  it 
before  purchase,  yet  the  representation  that  it  was  "  Manilla 
indigo"  was  a  warranty.  (Henshaw  agt.  Bobbins,  9  Metc.^ 
83 ;  Story  on  Saks,  ^  355,  §  357,  note  1.) 
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If  a  vendor  should^  in  selling  a  bar  of  German  silver,  affirm 
it  to  be  silver,  and  the  purchaser  should  Ihereby  be  deceived 
iuto  the  belief  that  it  was  Mexican  silver,  the  sale  would 
be  void.     {Story  on  Sales^  %  167.) 

This  we  say  was  a  warranty  that  this  article  was  **blue 
vitriol.^^  The  word  blue  vitriol  has  a  strict  and  definite 
meaning.  It  means  sulphate  of  copper.  ( Worcester's  Dio 
tionary^  page  164;  See  also  page  1635,  ^^  Vitriol."  See 
plainti^s'  iestimongy  bottom  of  page  5,  showing  that  he  so 
understood  it.) 

It  will  hardly  do  to  construe  the  auctioneer's  statement 
as  the  court  has  at  fol.  135,  by  stating  that  it  was  called 
^^  blue  vitriol,'^  as  being  its  commercial  designation  or  at 
being  vitriol  of  a  blue  color. 

"Blue  vitriol"  means  "sulphate  of  copper^  as  much  as 
the  word  "diamond"  m^ans  pure  carbon,  and  not  paste* 
There  is  no  evidence  that  that  was  its  commercial  designa- 
tion. The  o^ly  evidence  upon  that  subject  is  that  its  com- 
JDercial  designation  was  Salzberger  vitriol. 

As  to  whether  in  point  of  fact  it  was  or  was  not  blue 
vitriol,  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence.  The  defendants' 
evidence  shows  that  it  was  a  German  article,  wholly  un* 
known  in  this  country,  but  known  in  Germany  as  Salzberger 
vitriol. 

Englehardt  swears  he  would  not  call  it  blue  vitriol 
Pfizer  swears  it  is  not  blue  vitriol.  Foley  swears  it  is  not 
blue  vitriol.  Toch  swears  it  was  not  blue  vitriol.  Webster 
swears  it  was  not  blue  vitriol.  The  chemical  analysis  shows 
it  was  not  blue  vitriol.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff 
Bwears  it  was  blue  vitriol. 

He  was  permitted  to  put  an  invoice  in  evidence  against 
our  objection,  in  which  the  article  is  called  sulphate  of 
copper. 

On  this  evidence  the  court  at  general  term  argue,  and 
finally  decide,  that  it  was  in  fact  blue  vitriol 

We  should  have  been  better  -satisfied  if  the  jury  had  been 
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permitted  to  decide  this  conflicting  question  of  fact,  instead 
of  the  court,  as  we  had  five  witnesses,  against  one,  swearing 
that  it  was  not  blue  vitriol. 

The  court  in  their  opinion,  state,  '^It  was  known  as 
Salzberger  vitriol  in  Germany,  wh<ere  it  was  manufactured^ 
and  as  mixed  vitriol  in  this  country  amongst  chemists.'' 

We  claim  that  this  was  warranted  to  be  blue  vitriol,  and 
that  it  was  not,  is  a  fact  beyond  dispute. 

II.  If  this  was  blue  vitriol,  was  it  ^'sound  ai^  in  good 
order,"  as  it  was  represented  f 

Is  an  article  sound  when  there  exists  a  defect  which  the 
air  will  cause  to  develop  itself  so  as  to  destroy  the  article 
in  twelve  hours! 

Was  it  blue  vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order,  when  it  was 
mixed  with  an  article  which  nothing  but  a  chemical  analysis 
could  detect,  that  was  certain  to  destroy  it  within  twelve 
hours  after  it  was  exposed  to  the  air!  The  court  say,  that 
"The  liability/of  such  compound  to  effloresce  when  exposed 
to  the  air  was  not  a  defect,  because  it  was  a  natural  quality 
of  the  sulphate  of  iron,  w-hich  was  one  of  its  elements."  It 
is  nob  a  natural  quality  of  blue  vitriol  to  effloresce,  however, 
and  sulphate  of  iron  is  not  one  of  the  elements  of  blue 
vitriol. 

The  plaintifTs  representation  was  "  blue  vitriol,"  "  sound 
and  in  good  order."  In  point  of  fact,  instead  of  its  being 
'*  blue  vitriol,"  three-quarters  of  it  was  an  entirely  different 
element,  liable  and  certain  to  effloresce  on  exposure  to  the 
atmosphere.  The  court  say  that  this  foreign  substance  was 
not  a  defect,  because  to  effloresce  was  one  of  its  natural 
qualities.  Because  one  of  the  natural  qualities  of  the  ele- 
ment of  destruction  mixed  with  the  blue  vitriol  is  to  destroy, 
therefore  the  *'  blue  vitriol"  was  sound  and  in  good  order. 
We  cannot  see  the  logic  or  justice  ot  this  reasoning. 

The  court  say  the  word  "  sound "  applies  to  condition 
only,  and  is  opposed  to  defective,  decaying  or  injured. 

Was  this  vitriol  defective ;  was  it  injured ;  was  it  in  good 
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coDdition,  containing  within  itself  a  sure  and  certain  element 
ol  its  own  destruction  t 

If  a  man  sells  me  a  steam  boiler  and  warrants  it  ^^  sound 
and  in  good  order^''  and  it  turns  out  that  there  are  some 
sheets  of  colored  tead  that  could  not  be  detected,  so  that 
finally  it  explodes,  is  it  an  answer  .to  say  that  it  was  a  steam 
boiler  "sound  and  in  good  order,"  but  of  an  inferior  quality, 
because  it  is  one  of  the  natural  qualities  of  lead  to  explode 
under  a  high  pressure  t  Would  not  the  word  "sound''  ap- 
ply to  the  material  of  which  the  article  was  made  t  Is  it 
"  sound  anci  in  good  order'^  if  made  of  a  defective  and  de- 
structive material,  so  manipulated  as  to  deceive  the  most 
practised  eye  t 

"  Blue  vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order,"  will  not  effloresce. 

The  rules  of  the  common  law  ought  to  be  flexible'enough 
to  keep  pace  with  the  rapid  march  of  chemical  science  and 
the  untiring  ingenuity  of  rogues. 

When  oride  cannot  be  distinguished  from  gold ;  when 
paste  is  as  brilliant  and  beautiful  as  the  diamond  ;  when  an 
ordinary  ai*ticle  of  comme/ce,  like  this,  can  be  so  manipulated 
as  to  deceive  the  most  skillful  expert ;  when  deception  rules 
the  hour,  and  half  we  see  is  fictitious  and  false,  is  it  possible 
to  apply  the  law  to  all. this  mass  of  falsehood  and  fiction  and 
do  justice,  by  clinging  to,  and  feeling  our  way  along  by  a 
balustrade  of  old  cases,  decided  in  different  times  and  under 
other  circumstances  f  Are  we  to  be  as  firmly  bound  by  their 
authority  as  the  "  pagan  deities  were  supposed  to  be  bound 
by  the  decrees  of  fate,"  no  matter  how  men  and  times  may 
have  changed!  The  common  law,  properly  administered, 
must  meet  the  exigencies  of  this  refined  civilization.  It  must 
meet  the  ingenious,  fraudulent  rascal  at  the  threshold  of  his 
inquity,  and  not  permit  him  when  he  buys  paste  (at  the 
price  of  paste)  to  sell  it  for  a  diamond,  without  being  liable 
to  make  his  statement  good. 

There  is  a  moral  beauty  in  the  civil  law  well  worthy  of 
^option   in  this  great  state,  which  would  afford  ample  and 
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complete  protection  to  the  vendee,  and  teach  vendors  that 
if  policy,  and  not  honor,  is  to  govern  commercial  transactions, 
honesty  is  the  best.  It  would  also  obviate  the  necessity  of 
learned  judges  questioning  the  morality  of  the  law  as  laid 
down  in  the  earlier  cases.      {Op.  Parker;  J.y  9  N.  if.,  113.) 

III.  There  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  plain- 
tiff knew  this  was  not  blue  vitriol,  and  that  he  knew  just  the 
character  of  the  article  he  was  selling.  The  court,  therefore, 
erred  in  refusing  to  submit  that  question  to  the  jury. 

The  court  at  general  term  say  that  there  was  no  request 
to  submit  the  question  of  fraud  to  the  jury. 

The  court  omitted  to  examine  the  case  with  its  usual 
care,  for  this  request  is  distinctly  made. 

The  plaintiff  nwears  that  he  imported  this  article ;  that  it 
cost  him  three  cents  and  a  half  a  pound,  while  blue  vitriol 
could  not  be  bought  less  than  from  8^  to  9  cents  per  pound, 
he  having  imported  some  by  the  same  ship  that  brought 
this  article ;  is  not  this  conclusive  evidence  that  he  knew  the 
choracter  of  the  article  f 

This  court  says :  "  If  the  price  is  entirely  below  that  of  a 
second  article,  a  presumption  would  arise  that  the  purchaser 
was  apprised  of  the  defect.''  {Hoe  agt.  Sat/born,  21  N.  Z., 
666.     See  opinion.) 

On  page  10  of  the  case,  when  specimens  were  handed  to 
the  plaintiff,  he  seemed  quite  able  to  tell  how  much  sul- 
phate of  iron  there  was  in  it  He  purchased  it  in  Cologne 
in  Germany,  where  it  was  perfectly  well  known. 

He  had  imported  the  same  article  before.  This  lot  was  a 
balance  of  two  lots  he  had  previously  received.  He  im- 
ported a  different  article  by  the  same  vessel ;  he  knew  the 
difference  perfectly  well  between  this  article  and  blue  vitriol. 

Although  ihe  prite  of  blue  vitrol  had  not  gone  down,  the 
plaintiff  re-sold  it  for  blue  vitriol  to  Toch  four  days  after, 
and  stood  by  and  saw  it  sold  at  4^  cents  per  pound,  while 
blue  vitriol  was  worth  9J  cents.  Some  of  the  casks  were 
opened  about  half  an  hour  before  the  sale. 
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Was  not  this  evidence  upon  which  we  had  a  right  to  go 
to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  fraud  t 

Fraud  can  seldom  ever  be  proved  by  direct  evidence,  but 
when  so  many  independent  circumstances  lead  directly  to 
but  one  conclusion,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  character  of 
the  article  he  was  selling,  we  think  we  were  entitled  to  have 
that  question  submitted  to  the  jury. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  it  at  three  cents  per 
pound,  when  he  knew  blue  vitriol  was  8^  to  9  cents,  was 
enough  to  put  him  on  inquiry  and  make  him  liable  for  the 
consequences  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  had  actual  knowl- 
edge.    {Craig  agt  TTarrf,  3  Keyes^  387.) 

This  was  a  fraudulent  representation,  whether  the  defend* 
ant  knew  it  or  not.  (Boss  agt.  Mather^  47  Barh.j  582; 
Bennei  agt  Judsotif  21  N.  F.,  238.) 

He  undertook  to  assert  something  he  knew  was  false; 
Something  he  did  not  know  at  the  time  to  be  true  or  false, 
which  turned  out  to  be  false.  {Sneider  agt.  Heathy  3  Camp.y 
508,  509  J  Marsh  agt  Falkner^  40  iV.  r.,571,  Op.  Justice 
Groveb.) 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  must  have  had  some  knowledge 
of  this  article  he  sold  as  blue  vitriol.  He  imported  it  himself 
firom  Germany.  He  paid  but  three  cents  per  pound  for  it 
He  had  some  of  the  same  lot  before  this.  He  kept  the 
casks  closed  until  a  few  minutes  before  the  sale.  On  the 
trial  he  seemed  able  to  tell  it  from  other  vitroL  He  did 
not  hesitate  to  re-sell  it  as  blue  vitriol  after  he  was  told  it 
was  not  .  He  saw  it  sold  for  five  cents  per  pound  when 
blue  vitriol  was  worth  nine  cents. 

IV.  The  plaintiff  knew  perfectly  well  the  character  of  this 
compound.  He  does  not  pretend  that  he  was  ignorant  of 
the  ingredients  of  which  it  was  composed. 

He  persisted,  on  the  trial,  in  calling  it  blue  vitriol,  and 
swearing  that  it  was,  notwithstanding  a  chemical  analysis 
showed  that  more  than  eighty  per  cent,  was  another  articla 

He  knew  perfectly  well  that  blue  vitriol  was  sulphate 
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of  copper.  Wben^  therefore^  be  sold  this  and  called  it  blue 
vitriol,  did  he  not  intend  to  induce  ,tbe  purchaser  to  believe 
that  it  was  sulphate  of  copper  f  {Johnson  agt.  Hathom^  2 
Keyesy  476.) 

It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  at  all  events,  as  there  was 
abundance  of  evidence  to  raise  the  presumption  of  fraud. 
{Johnson  agt.  Monellj  2  KeyeSj  655.)  * 

V.  The  court,  under  our  objection,  admitted  in  evidebce  a 
bill  of  lading  received  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  consignors 
of  this  article. 

We  objected  to  the  reading  any  statement  contained  in 
the  bill  of  lading  as  to  what  the  article  was,  which  objection 
was  overruled. 

The  court  admitted  this  evidence,  and  the  general  term 
seem  to  treat  this  as  evidence  of  the  character  of  the 
article. 

It  was  only  competent  (if  at  all)  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  fraud,  yet  the  court  used  it  as  evidence  of  what  the 
article  was,  and  took  the  only  question  upon  which  it  was 
competent  (if  at  all)  from  the  jury. 

We  submit  it  was  not  competent  for  any  purpose,  and 
should  have  been  rejected. 

VT.  The  case  of  Seixas  agt.  Woods  referred  to  was  decided 
on  the  authority  of^  Chandler  agt  Lopus.  All  that  Chand- 
ler agt.  Lqptis  decided  was,  that  because  the  declaration 
alleged  no  warranty  it  was  not  good.  (2  Smithes  Leading 
CaseSy  6  Am.  ed.y  238.) 

^^If  the  plaintiff  in  Chandler  agt.  Lopus  had  declared  oa 
a  wairanty  of  the  stone,  he  would  at  the  present  day  have 
probably  succeeded."  (2  Smithes  Leading  Cases^  5  Am.  erf., 
238,  note.) 

"  If  not,  he  would  at  all  events  succeed  if  he  were  to  sue 
in  tort,  laying  a  scientery  since  the  fact  of  the  defendant's 
being  a  jeweler  would  be  almost  irresistible  evidence  that 
he  knew  his  representations  to  be  false.''^(2  SmiMs  Leading 
CaseSy  239  and  cases  cited.) 
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Id  S^xas  agt.  Wood  there  appears  to  have  been  no  repre- 
sentation made  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 

If  there  had  been  anything  said  then  it  would  have  been 
a  question  whether  it  was  intended  as  a  warranty. 

That  was  a  question  for  the  jury  and  not  tor  the  court 

Chancellor  Kent  says  of  the  case  of  Seixas  agt.  Woodx 
^  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  general  rule  of  law  as  laid  down 
in  that  case,  the  only  doubt  is,  whether  it  was  well  applied 
in  that  case  where  there  was  a  description  in  writing  of  the 
article  by  the  vendor,  which  proved  not  to  be  correct,  and 
from  which  a  warranty  might  have  been  inferred.'^  (2  Kentj 
dih  ed.y  644 ;  See  Henshaw  agt.  BobbinSj  9  Metcalfy  86.) 

The  same  criticism  applies  to  the  case  of  Sweet  agb 
Colgate. 

Neither  of  these  cases^  nor  any  of  this  class  of  cases,  are 
applicable  to  a  case  like  this,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
there  is  a  positive  affirmation.  ^^  Here  are' twenty-five  casks 
of  blue  vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order?^ 

Is  it  the  province  of  a  judge,  at  trial  term,  to  say  this  is 
not  intended  as  a  warranty  that  this  is  blue  vitriol ;  that  it 
is  sound  blue  vitriol ;  that  it  is  blue  vitriol  in  good  order. 

The  whole  language  shows  that  it  was  intended  as  a  war- 
ranty ;  but  if  there  was  any  doubt  about  it,  it  should  have 
been  left  to  the  jury  to.  say  what  the  parties  intended  and 
understood. 

VIL  We  ask  that  this  judgment  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

R.  S.  Emmet,  for  respondent 

First. — ^The  facts  of  this  case  upon  the  evidence  are 
undisputed — ^there  is  no  conflict  of  testimony.  The  sale  at 
auction  of  the  blue  vitriol  was  made  in  the  ordinary  way, 
both  vendor  and  purchaser  acting  in  good  faith. 

I.  The  representation  of  the  auctioneer  that  the  article 
was  sound  and  in  good  order,  if  it  amounted  to  a  warranty. 
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was  only  a  warranty  of  its  condition^  not  of  its  quality  or 
grade.  The  condition  of  the  goods  is  not  impeached — it  is 
not  pretended  but  that  they  were  in  good  salable  condition. 

n.  The  vendor  had  no  superior  knowledge  of  the  condi- 
tion^ quality  or  grade  of  the  goods  than  the  purchaser.  The 
vendor  had  every  reason  to  believe  that  they  were  of  fair 
Boerch^utable  quality. 

1.  They  were  so  represented  to  him  in  the  bill  of  lading 
ftDd  the  invoice. 

2.  They  were  purchased  by  him  at  a  fmr  merchantable 
price. 

3.  Similar  goods  consigned  to  him  by  the  same  invoice  hnd 
been  previously  sold  by  him  in  the  same  way^  and  accepted 
by  the  purchasers  without  complaint. 

III.  The  condition,  quality,  and  grade  of  the  article  were 
patent ;  it  was  fully  exposed  for  examination  before  the  sale, 
and  appears  to  have  been  fully  examined  by  the  purchasers 
and  other  bidders.     * 

IV.  The  purchasers  knew  that  they  were  buying  blue 
vitriol  of  an  inferior  grade  and  quality. 

1.  Both  defendants  so  testify. 

2.  They  paid  an  inferior  price — 8  cents  per  pound ;  the 
market  value  of  pure  blue  vitriol  was  9}  cents  per  pound. 

3.  They  were  drug  brokers,  engaged  in  the  business  for 
many  years,  and  both  testify  as  to  their  knowledge  of  this 
particular  article. 

V.  The  article  was  merchantable  as  blue  vitriol — ^the  pre- 
vious and  subsequent  sales  proved  it  to  be  so.  It  was  so  in 
color  and  general  appearance,  and  of  its  compounds,  sul- 
phate of  copper  was  the  greatest  value. 

Second. — ^When  the  party,  after  seeing  and  examining 
goods,  purchases  them  at  auction  or  private  sale  without 
warranty,  and  without  fraud  or  misrepresentation  on  the 
part  of  the  seller,  he  takes  them  wholly  at  his  own  risk,  and 
cannot  either  rescind  the  purchase  or  recover  damages 
because  the  goods  proved  to  be  of  an  inferior  quality,  or 
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even  of  a  wholly  different  character  from  what  they  were 
mutually  supposed  to  be  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  (Seixas 
agt.  WoodSy  2  CaineSy  48 ;  Stvett  agt.  Colgate,  20  Johns.j 
196;  Welsh  agt.  Carter ,  1  Wend.,  185;  Carlcy  agt.  Wilkins^ 
6  Barb. J  558;  HoMen  agt.  Dahin,  4  Johns,,  421.) 

I.  Thp  reason  of  this  doctnne  of  caveat  emptor  applies 
more  forcibly  to  auction  than  private  sales,  because  the 
publicity  of  the  sale  is  a  guaranty  against  fraud  in  the 
vendor. 

II.  The  vendor's  knowledge  that  the  article  is  of  an 
inferior  quality,  and  his  withholding  that  fact,  are  no  grounds 
ibr  the  purchaser  breaking  the  bargain.  {Swett  agt.  Colgate^ 
ubi  sup.) 

m.  Naming  an  article  by  which  to  sell  it,  is  not  a  war- 
ranty. It  is  a  mere  description  of  the  article.  {Seixas  agt 
Woods,  ubi  sup;  Swett  agt.  Colgate^  ubi  sup;  Welsh  agt 
Carter,  ubi  sup.) 

IV.  Even  if  the  article  be  made  expressly  for  the  purpose 
of  deception,  it  would  not  change  the  rights  of  a  (teller 
ignorant  of  the  deception.  {Welsh  agt  Carter^  1  Wend.^ 
185.) 

V.  The  adulteration  of  a  chemical  or  commercial  article 
does  not  change  its  name — ^as^  for  example,  adulterated 
liquors,  or  coffee  or  sugar.  Nor  does  such  adulteration 
aflect  the  condition  of  the  article ;  it  may  affect  its  quality. 
The  article  may  be  of  inferior  quality,  but  in  excellent 
condition.     {Holden  agt.  Dahin,  4  Johns.,  421.) 

VI.  The  burdeu  of  proving  fraud  is  upon  the  vendee. 
(Welsh  agt  Carter,  1  Wend.,  185. 

VII.  The  price  paid  implies  no  warranty.  {Holden  agt 
Dahin,  4  Johns.y  421.) 

Third. — The  bill  of  lading  and  invoice  were  properly 
admitted  in  evidence ;  they  were  not  offered  or  admitted  a« 
a  representation  of  the  quality  or  condition  of  the  article, 
but  as  evidence  of  the  vendor's  bona  fides,  and  as  such  were 
competent.  {Swett  agt.  Colgate,  20  Johns.y  1 96.) 
Vol.  XLIV  8 
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Fourth. — The  court  properly  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  There  was  no  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  Al- 
though the  answer  charges  fraud^  this  defense  was  aban« 
doned;  on  the  trial,  not  a  particle  of  testimony  as  to  fraud, 
was  offered.  The  only  question  in  the  case  was  whether, 
on  the  undisputed  facts,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  ia  law  to 
a  recovery.  Such  appears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the 
defendants'  counsel  on  his  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
and  such  was  the  view  properly  taken  of  the  case  by  the 
<M>urt.  {Seixcts  agt  Woods y  2  CaineSy  48 ;  Siaett  agt.  Cd' 
gatey  20  Johns.y  1 95 ;  Hargous  agt.  Sioncy  6  N.  Y.  78.) 

Fifth. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  ver- 
dict. 

Eabl,  Com. — ^This  action  was  brought  against  the  defend* 
ants,  as  purchasers  of  an  article  called,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale^  blue  vitriol,  to  recover  damages  for  refusing  to  take  and 
pay  for  the  same ;  and,  upon  the  trial,  the  court  refused  to 
submit  the  evidenced  the  jury,  and  ordered  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  failed  to  establish  their  defense  of  fraud, 
and  upon  that  question  I  think  there  was  no  evidence  to 
submit  to  the  jury.  We  have  only,  therefore,  to  consider 
whether  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff, at  the  sale,  warranted  the  article  to  be  blue  vitriol,  sound 
and  in  good  order,  and  that  there  was  a  breach  of  this 
warranty. 

It  is  unquestioned  that  there  was  a  warranty  that  ihe  arti- 
cle was  sound  and  in  good  order,  and  I  am  quite  clear  that 
there  was  no  breach  of  this  warranty.  It  was  good,  sound 
Salzberger,  or  mixed  vitriol  It  was  just  as  it  was  made,  not* 
damaged  or  in  any  way  out  of  order.  It  was  in  its  natural, 
normal  condition,  and  it  could  net  be  said  of  such  an  article 
that  it  was  unsound. 

Did  the  plaintiff  warrant  the  article  to  be  blue  vitrioll  It  i» 
unquestioned  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  through  hisauctioo* 
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eer,  he  represented  it  to  be  blue  vitriol^  and  that  the  defend- 
ants bought  it  as  such,  relying  upon  that  representation. 

To  constitute  a  warranty,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  word 
warranty  should  be  used.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  what- 
ever a  seller  represents  at  the  time  of  a  sale  is  a  warranty, 
{Wood  agt  Smithy  4  Car,  <&  P.,  45.)  In  Stotte  agt  Denny ^ 
{^  ^etealfj  151)^  it  is  said  that  the  courts,  in  their  later  deci- 
dons,  **  manifested  a  strong  disposition  to  construe  liberally 
in  favor  of  the  vendee,  the  language  used  by  the  vendor,  in 
making  any  affirmation  as  to  his  goods,  and  have  been  dis- 
posed to  treat  such  affirmation  as  warranties  whenever  the 
language  would  reasonably  authorize  the  inference  that  the 
vendee  so  understood  it."  In  Oneida  Manufacturing  Society 
agt.  Latjrenc€y  (4  Cotveny  440).  Chief  Justice  Savage  says : 
'*  There  is  no  particular  phraseology  necessary  to  constitute 
a  warranty.  The  assertion  or  affirmation  of  the  vendor  con- 
cerning the  article  sold  must  be  positive  and  unequivocal. 
It  must  be  a  representation  which  the  vendee  relies  on,  and 
which  is  understood  by  the  parties  as  an  absolute  assertion, 
and  not  the  expression  of  an  opinion."  And  generally,  when 
the  representation  is  not  in  writing,  the  question  of  warranty 
is  to  be  sumitted  to  the  jury.  {Duffee  agt.  Masony  8  Cotven^ 
95.) 

It  is  not  true,  as  sometimes  stated,  that  the  representation, 
in  order  to  constitute  a  warranty,  must  have  been  intended 
by  the  vendor,  as  well  as  understood  by  the  vendee,  as  a 
warranty.  If  the  contract  be  in  writing  and  it  contains  a 
dear  warranty,  the  vendor  will  not  be  permitted  to  say  that 
be  did  not  intend  what  his  language  clearly  and  explicitly 
declares ;  and  so,  if  it  be  by  parol,  and  the  representation  as 
to  the  character  or  quality  of  the  article  sold  be  positive,  not 
mere  matter  of  opinion  or  judgment,  and  the  vendee  under- 
stands it  as  a  warranty,  and  he  relies  upon  it,  and  is  induced 
to  buy  by  it,  the  vendor  is  bound  by  the  warranty,  no  matter 
whether  he  intends  it  to  be  a  warranty  or  not.  He  is 
rdsponfible  for  the  language  he  used,   and  cannot  escape 
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liability  by  claiming  that  he  did  not  intend  to  convey 
the  impression  which  his  language  was  calculated  to  produce 
upon  the  mind  of  the  vendee. 

Here  it  is  not  questioned  that  the  language  used  was  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  warranty  that  the  article  sold  was  sound 
and  in  good  order^  and  why  should  it  not  as  well  extend  to  the 
character  of  the  article  t  When  a  buyer  purchases  an  arti- 
clc;  whose  true  character  he  cannot  discover  by  any  examin- 
ation which  it  is  practicable  for  him  to  make  at  the  time^ 
why  may  .he  not  rely  upon  the  positive  representation  of  the 
seller  as  to  its  character  as  well  os  to  its  quality  and  condi- 
tion T  *  J  can  discern  no  distinction  in  principle  in  the  two 
kinds  of  representations,  and  yet  it  is  claimed  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiS*  that  there  is  a  distinction,  and  cei*tain  coses  are 
cited  to  uphold  it,  which  I  will  proceed  briefly  to  consider. 

The  first  is  the  celebrated  case  of  Chandler  agt.  Lopus^ 
{Cro.  Jac.  4.)  That  was  an  action  upon  the  case,  and  the 
plaintiff*  alleged  in  his  declaration  that  the  defendant  sold 
him  a  stone,  which  he  affirmed  to  be  a  bezar-stone,  whereas 
it  was  not  a  bezar-stone.  The  defendant  plead  not  guilty, 
and  the  plaintiff*  had  a  verdict.  The  case  was  taken  by  writ 
of  error  to  the  exchequer  chamber,  and  it  was  there  held  that 
the  declaration  was  not  good,  "  for  the  bare  affirmation  that 
it  was  a  bezar-stone,  without  warranting  it  to  be  so  is  no 
cause  of  action."  The  court  say,  "  Every  one  in  selling  his 
wares  will  affirm  that  his  wares  are  good,  or  the  wares  which 
he  sells  are  sound ;  yet,  if  he  does  not  warrant  them  to  be  so, 
it  is  no  cause  of  action.''  This  was  the  reason  assigned  for 
the  decision.  It  was  not  denied  that  the  defendant  would 
have  been  liable  if  he  had  warranted  the  stone,  but  a  mere 
affirmation  was  held  not  to  be  a  warranty.  No  distinction 
was  made  between  an  affirmation  as  to  the  character  of  an 
article  and  an  affirmation  as  to  its  condition  or  quality.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  is,  that  a  mere  affirmation  or  representa- 
tion as  to  the  character  or  quality  of  goods  sold  will  not 
constitute  a  warranty;    and  that  doctrine  has  long  since 


NEW  TORE  PRACllCE  REPORTS.     117 

Hawkins  agk  Peml>«riOD. 

« 

be<sn  exploded;  and  the  case  itself  is  no  longer  regarded  as 
good  law  in  this  country  or  England.  (HtUiard  on  Sales^ 
237,  note)  2  Rentes  Com,^  ComstJc's  ed.y  633,  note  a;  2 
Smithes  Leading  CttseSy  6  Am,  ed..  238  j  Bradford  agt. 
Manly  J  13  Mass.^  139;  Howe  agt.  Denny  ^  4  Metcalfy  151.) 

The  case  of  Seixas  agt.  Woody  (2  Gaines j  48),  seems  to  have 
been  decided  mainly  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Chan'* 
dler  agt.  Lopus.  That  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  selling 
peacham  wood  for  brazilletto,  the  former  worth  hardly  a|y- 
thiog,  the  latter  of  considerable  value.  The  defendant 
advertised  the  wood  as  brazilletto ;  showed  plaintifl  the 
invoice  in  which  it  was  so  described,  and  billed  it  to  the  plain- 
tiff as  such.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  court  held  ttiat  there  was  no 
expressed  warranty,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  there- 
for liable.  There  was  no  intimation  in  the  opinion  deliv- 
ered that  there  was  any  difference  between  a  warranty  as  to 

the  character  of  an  article  sold  and  warrantv  as  to  its  con- 

ft 

dition  and  quality.     The  court  simply  held  that  the  represen- 
tation on  the  paiit  of  the  defendant  did  not  amount  to  an 
express   warranty.     They    were  laying  down  broadly  the 
common  law  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  and  combating  the 
implied  warranties  of  the  civil  law.     Hence  great  stress  was 
laid  upon  the  requirement  of  an  express  warranty.     The  rule, 
as  thus  laid  down   has  been  thoroughly  overturned  since 
the  courts  hold  that  any  positive  affirmation  or  representa- 
tion as  to  the  character  or  quality  of  an  article  sold,  may 
constitute  a  warranty.     The  Ciise  has  been  much  questioned, 
and  can  no  longer  be  regarded  as  authority  for  the  precise 
point  decided.     (2  Kenfs  Com.^  Comstk^s  ed.j  633;  Howe 
agt  Denny y  4  Metcalfe  161  ;  Henshaw  agt.  Robins^  9  Metc/.^ 
83,  89 ;  Brainard  agt  Spring^  42   Barb.j  470 ;    Hart  agt 
Wright^  17  Wend.^  267,  271  ;•  Barrkins  agt  Becan^  3  Serg. 
&  R.J  37.)     The  case  holds  that  a  vendor  is  liable  upon  an 
express  warranty  of  the  character  of  the  article  sold,  and  the 
more  recent  cases  hold  that  a  positive  affirmation  undei'stood 
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and  relied  upon  as  such  by  the  vendee^  is  an  express  war- 
ranty. 

The  case  of  Stvett  agt.  Colgate,  (20  Johns.f  1 96),  is  quite 
analogous  to  the  case  of  Seixas  agt.  WoodSj  and  was  decided 
mainly  upon  the  authority  of  that  case.  The  defendants 
purchased  at  auction,  goods  invoiced,  advertised  and  sold  as 
barlUo,  when,  in  fact,  it  was  kelp,  a  much  inferior  article. 
It  came  beiore  the  supreme  court  upon  a  case  containing  the 
facts,  and  the  court  exercising  the  province  of  a  jury,  drew 
the  inference  from  all  the  facts  of  the  case  that  there  was 
no  warranty ;  laying  down,  however,  the  rule,  that  if  there 
had  been  a  warranty  the  vendors  would  have  been  liable. 
No  intimation  is  contained  in  tlie  case  that  there  is  any  dif- 
ference between  an  affirmation  by  the  vendor  as  to  the 
character  of  the  article  sold  and  one  as  to  its  quality  or  con- 
dition. Upon  the  same  stat*^  of  facts,  as  the  law  is  now 
settled,  it  would  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  wliether 
jor  not  there  was  a  warranty. 

The  cases  of  Seixas  agt.  Wood,  and  of  Swett  agt  Colgate, 
have  been  frequently  cited  in  our  courts,  and  have,  doubt- 
less, influenced,  and,  it  may  be,  controlled  the  decisions  In 
other  cases.  The  propositions  of  Liw  announced  in  them 
are  sufficiently  correct;  but  in  view  of  the  rules  of  law  as 
now  settled  in  this  and  other  states,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  law  was  not  properly  applied  to  the  iacts  appearing  in 
those  cases. 

Here,  then,  was  a  positive  representation,  that  the  article 
sold  was  blue  vitriol,  the  plaintiff  meant  the  purchaser  to 
underetand  that  it  was  blue  vitriol,  and  he  sold  it  as  such. 
The  defendants  relied  upon  the  representation,  believing  it 
to  be  blue  vitriol,  and  bought  it  as  such.  If,  upon  the^e  facts, 
the  court  was  not  authorized  to  hold  sis  matter  of  Liw  that 
there  was  a  warranty,  it  was  at  least  bound  to  submit  the 
question  of  warranty  to  the  jury.  In  Allen  agt.  Lalccj  (18 
Adol  dk  ElliSj  N.  S.,  661),  the  defendant  sold  plaintitT  jEt 
parcel  of  turnip-seed  and  gave  them  a  sold  note,  in  which  it 
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was  described  as  "  Skirving's  Swedes."  It  proved  not  to  be 
such,  but  of  an  inferior  aud  spurious  kind.  The  courtf  of 
Queen^s  bench  held  that  the  statement  in  the  sold  note  was 
Dot  mere  representation  or  matter  of  description,  but  that  it 
amounted  to  a  warranty  that  the  seed  was  Skirvirig's  Swedes. 
In  Bridge  agt  TFain,  (I  StarhiCj  N.  P.,  410),  the  deiend- 
ant  sold  to  the  plaintiff  a  quantity  of  scarlet  cuttings  intended 
for  the  Chinese  market,  and  which  were  understood  among 
merchants  to  mean  cuttings  of  cloth  only  without  mixtures 
of  serge  or  other  material;  and  it  was  proved  that  the  arti* 
de  sold  contained  a  quantity  of  serge,  and  that  a  part  con- 
sisted of  much  smaller  shreds  than  that  usually  sent  to  China, 
and  that  it  would  be  very  unprofitable,  if  not  wholly  unsale- 
able. There  was  no  special  warranty,  but  it  appeared  that 
in  the  bill  of  parcels  the  goods 'were  described  as  scarlet 
cuttings ;  and  Lord  Ellenborocgh  ruled  if  they  were  sold 
by  the  name  of  scarlet  cuttings  and  were  so  described  in  the 
invoice,  an  understanding  that  they  were  such  would  be 
inferred.  In  Power  agt.  Barhatij  (4  Adol.  &  ElliSy  473), 
the  action  was  for  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale  of  pictures. 
It  was  proved,  among  other  things,  that  the  defendant,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  gave  the  following  bill  of  parcels : 
"  Four  pictures,  views  in  Venice.  Canaletto,  jCIGO."  The 
judge  left  it  to  the  jury,  upon  this  and  the  rest  of  the  evi- 
dence, whether  the  defendant  had  contracted  that  the  pic- 
tures were  those  of  the  artist  named,  or  whether  his  name 
had  been  used  merely  as  matter  of  description  or  intimation 
of  opinion.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  saying  that  the 
bill  of  parcels  amounted  to  a  warranty.  The  King's  bench 
held  that  the  question  of  warranty  was  rightly  left  to  the 
jury,  and  that  the  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed.  Lord 
Denuan  says:  "It  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  what  was  the  effect  of  the  words,  and  whe- 
ther they  implied  a  warranty  of  genuineness  or  conveyed 
only  a  description  or  an  expression  of  opinion."  In  Barre-' 
JUns  agt.  BevaHy  (3  Serg  dk  Rawls.^  37)^  Rogers,  J.  says : 
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^^  From  a  critical  examination  of  all  the  cases  it  may  be  safely 
tuled  that  a  sample  or  description  in  a  sold  note,  advertisement, 
bill  of  parcels  or  invoice,  is  equivalent  to  an  express  warranty 
that  the  goods  are  what  they  are  described  or  represented  to 
be  by  the  vendor/'  In  Bradford  agt.  Manly ^  (13  Mass.y 
144),  Chief  Justice  Parker  refers  to  a  case  which  came 
before  him  at  nissi  prius^  of  which  he  says :  ^^  An  advertise- 
ment appeared  in  the  papera,  which  was  published  by  a  very 
respectiible  mercantile  house,  ofiering  for  sale  good  Cai'accas 
cocoa.  The  plaintifi*  made  a  purchase  of  a  coi>siderable 
quantity  and  shipped  it  to  Spain,  having  examined  it  at  the 
store  befora  he  purchased ;  but  he  did  not  know  the  difieir- 
euce  between  Caraccas  and  other  cocoa.  In  the  market  to 
which  he  shipped  it  there  was  a  considerable  difference  in 
lavor  of  Caraccas.  It  was  proved  that  the  cocoa  was  of  the 
growth  of  some  other  place,  and  that  it  was  not  worth  so 
much  in  that  market.  I  hold  that  the  aclveitisemenc  was 
equal  to  an  express  warranty,  and  the  jur}*^  gave  damages 
accordingly.  The  defendants  had  eminent  counsel,  and  they 
thought  of  saving  the  question,  but  sifcervvards  abandoned  it, 
and  sntfeitHl  judgment  to  go.'*  In  Hciishaw  agt.  liobinSy  (9 
Metcalf,  83),  it  was  held  in  a  case  quite  analogous  to  the  one 
now  under  consideration,  that  when  a  bill  of  parcels  is  given 
upon  a  sale  of  goods  describing  the  goods,  or  designating  tiiem 
by  a  name  well  understood,  such  bill  is  to  b  econsidered  as 

)  a  warranty  that  the  goods  sold  are  what  they  are  thus  de* 
scribed  or  designated  to  be,  and  that  this  nde  applies,  though 

'  the  goods  are  examined  by  the  purchaser  at  or  befom  tlie 
sale,  ii  they  are  so  prepared  and  present  such  an  appearance 
as  to  deceive  a  skillful  dealer. 

It  can  make  no  difference  that  in  most  of  the  cases  cited 
the  desription  of  the  article  sold  was  contained  in  a  sold  note 
or  bill  of  sale.  The  same  affirmation  made  orally  must,  upoa 
principle,  have  the  same  force  and  effect. 

I,  therefore,  reach  the  conclusion,  both  upon  principle 
and  authority,  that  upon  the  facts  of  this  case  a  jury  might 
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properly  have  inferred  that  there  was  upoQ  the  sale  a  war* 
ranty,  that  the  article  sold  was  blue  vitroL  It  was^  at  least, 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  have  submitted  the  question  of 
warranty  to  the  jury.  I  think  the  facts  were  so  clear  and 
undisputed  that  the  court  could,  without  error,  have  decided 
AS  a  question  of  law  that  there  was  a  warranty,  but  this  it 
is  unnecessary  to  decide  upon  this  appeal; 

The  only  remaining  question  to  be  considered  is  whether 
there  was  a  breach  of  this  wartanty,  and  this  can  need  but 
bttle  diiscussion.  The  article  sold,  if  it  was  known  at  all  in 
market,  was  known  by  another  name.  It  had  only  from  17 
to  25  per  cent  of  blue  vitrei  in  it.  It  was  not  an  inferior 
article  of  blue  vitrei,  but  a  different  substance  with  'a  small 
admixture  of  blue  vitrei. 

The  judgment  should  therefor  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  costs  to  abide  event 

Eaht^  C.  reads  for  reversal;  %11  concur;  judgment  reversed; 
new  tiial  granted ;  costs  to  abide  event 


t 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

Anton  Jaeger,  respondent,  agt  John  Ejsllt,  sherifl^  &c.f 

appellant. 

TbU  custion  Wks  bronght  to  recover  the  valne  of  13(>4  gallons  of  wine,  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  was  levied  upou  and  sold  by  the  defendant  under  an  executioa 
agiiinst  S.  and  L. 

The  defendaiil'ki  counsel  demanded  to  go  to  the  jnry,  Ist,  upon  the  qnesrion  whether  the 
sale  of  the  15  casks  of  wine  by  L.  to  the  plaintiff  was  in  frand  uf  S.,  a  creditor 
of  L.  2nd,  As  to  what  were  the  contents  of  the  oa«ka.  3rd,  AUo  reqn«ti»(ed  the 
court,  to  instruct  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  upon  which  they  conld  find 
that  the  casks  conuiined  l')64  gallons  of  wine.  4th,  That  interest  by  way  of 
dama^'es  on  the  value  of  the  wine  could  not  be  included  in  their  verdict  tor  the 
plaintiff— The  court  refused  these  reqi^sts  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
plaintitt,  leaving  it  to  them  to  assess  the  damages. 

Seld,  that  there  was  no  contradictoiy  evidence  on  the  <2Qeetion  oi  tide,  and  no 
evidence  to  prove  any  fiiuid  in  the  sale. 

ffeldf  also  that  ihe  inadequacy  of  price  was  not  a  snflScient  gronud  to  hold  the  sale 
fraudulent,  or  to  sustain  a  verdict  fur  the  defendant. 

ffeldf  aUo,  that  there  was  some  evidence  but  slight,  that  L.  disposed  of  the  wine 
to  prevent  its  beiiit;  reached  by  S.  as  a  creditor,  but  there  was  none  affecting  the 
plaintiff  with  a  guilty  knowledge  or  that  his  purpose  was  not  honest  and  fair. 

Meldy  also  that  tliere  was  evidence  prima  facie  that  the  caisks  contiined  wine.  There 
was  evidence  tliat  the  casks  were  gauged  by  goverameut  officials,  as  containing 
the  quantity  stated.  As  against  an  alleged  trespasser  Uiq  proof  was  quite  suffi- 
cient— It  was  for  him  to  give  evidence  to  raise  a  doubt,  before  the  Jury  could  be 
called  upon  to  decide  ir. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  interest  may  be  added  to  the  valne  at  the  time  of  the  conver 
slon  as  damages. 

New  YorJcj  General  Term^  Scpt.y  1872, 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  1,364 
gallons  of  wine,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  levied 
on  and  sold  by  the  defendant  under  an  execution  against 
Ferdinand  Stoessel  and  Theodore  Lingenfelder. 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  denies  the  ownei-ship  of  the 
plaintiff— the  value  and  quantity  of  the  wine — and  the 
conversion ;  and,  at  folio  10,  has  the  extraordinary  denial, 
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when  looked  at  in  the  light  of  truth,  that  he  never  at  any 
tune  or  place  sold  said  wine. 

He  then  averB,  at  folio  14  of  his  answer,  that  he  levied  on 
this  wine  by  virtue  ol  an  execution  against  Stoessel  and 
Lingenfelder,  and  that  Stoessel  and  Lingenfelder;  jointly,  or 
one  of  them,  individually,  had  an  interest  in  said  wine.. 

The  only  issue  therefore  was  who  did  the  wine  belong  to 
at  the  time  the  levy  was  made.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  $3,874.60,  which  was  the  value  of  the 
wine  as  the  plaintiff  proved  it. 

Judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict,  and  from  that  judg* 
meat  the  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

A.  J.  VAKDEBPOELp  for  appellant. 

First. — The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  the  case  to  go 
to  the  juiy  on  the  question  whether  or  not  the  sale,  if  made 
at  all,  was  made  in  fraud  of  Stoessel,  at  that  time  a  creditor 
of  Lingenfelder  on  the  note  on  which  the  judgment  in  evi- 
dence was  recovered. 

1.  By  the  provisions  of  our  statutes  every  conveyance 
made  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors  or 
other  persons  of  their  lawful  suits  or  demands  shall  be  void 
as  against  the  persons  so  hindered,  delayed  or  defrauded 
And  the  question  of  fraudulent  intent  shall  be  deemed  a 
question  of  fact  and  not  of  law.  (2  72.  S.y  Edmund^  ed.^ 
142,  ^§  I^;  Murray/  agt  Burtis,  16  Wcnd.y  212;  Peck 
agt  Grouse  J  46  JSarJ.,  151 ;  Vance  agt.  PhillipSy  6  Hillj  433; 
see  12  JSarJ.,  633.) 

2.  There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury,  would  have 
been  justified  in  finding  the  transfer  fraudulent.  The  sale 
was  for  less  than  half  the  value  of  the  property.  Stoessel's 
judgment  was  about  to  be  entered.  The  transfer  was  not 
in  the  usual  and  drdinary  course  of  business,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Straub  note  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  part  of  the 
coosideration  was  extraordinary.     There  was  no  witness  as  to ' 
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the  transfer  or  payment  except  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  he 
was  impeached  by  his  own  evidence.  He  swears,  *'  I  saw 
the  wine  guaged ;  it  was  done  by  the  U.S.  ganger.'^ 

On  his  cross-examination  he  says,  "  Tlie  barrels  had  the 
guager's  marks  on  them,  both  those  of  Europe  and  the  U.S. 
ganger.     That  is  all  I  know  about  the  quantity.'' 

At  Iblio  21,  he  says,  "I  paid  Lingenfelder  the  custom- 
house fees,  $508.37.''  And  at  folio  32,  he  says,  he  paid  this 
to  the  custom-house  and  not  to  Lingenfelder.  At  fols.  21-22 
he  swears  he  paid  the  custom-house  duties,  June  Sth;  that 
the  wine  was  delivered  to  him  the  8th;  and  that  "on 
the  same  day,  June  8th,  a  hired  carman  took  it  awaiy."  At 
•fol.  31  he  says,  "  I  did  not  take  the  wine  June  8tli,"  but 
"I  made  a  bargain  that  day'' ;  and  at  fol.  38  he  says  he  did 
not  buy  the  gold  to  pay  the  duties  until  June  11  ;  and  the 
general  efTect  of  his  cross-examination  is  to  discredit  him. 

3.  The  evidence  of  Stoessel  shows  that  the  motive  of  the 
transfer  was  to  defeat  the  payment  of  his  notes. 

4.  The  connection  of  the  person  called  Eistel  with  the 
matters,  as  detailed  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  shows  that  the 
plaintifT  was  not  acting  bona  fide,  but  only  as  a  cover  for 
Lingenfelder,  whom  Eistel  represented. 

Eistel  introduced  plaintiff  to  Lingenfelder;  the  bargiin  for 
the  wine  Wiis  mode  by  plaintiff  with  Eistel ;  Eistel  also  acted 
for  the  plaintiff;  Eistel  told  plaintiff  about  the  Straub  note. 

Eistel  made  a  bargain  for  the  cellar,  140  Water  street,  to 
which  the  wine  was  taken  when  removed  from  the  custom- 
house. The  wine  was  to  be  stored  at  the  cellar  without 
expense  to  plaintiff,  because  Mr.  Isaacs,  the  owner  of  the 
cellar,  was  a  friend  of  EistePs. 

From  the  defendant's  evidence  it  appears  that  Eistel  and 
Isaacs  are  the  same  person,  and  that  the  cellar  at  140  Water 
street  was  Eistel's. 

Second. — The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  submit  tothe  jtjry 
the  question  whether  any  sale  to  the  plaintiff  took  place,  as 
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testified  to  by  the  plaintiff;  and  also  as  to  what  the  actual 
contents  of  the  casks  were. 

1.  As  already  shown,  the  alleged  sale  to  plaintiff  was  not 
bona  fide^  but  was  only  a  colorable  transfer,  engineered  by 
Eistel  to  keep  the  property  from  being  taken  by  the  holders 
of  the  notes,  which  Lingenfelder  had  given  to  Stoessel. 

The  small  price  of  92^c.  per  gallon,  and  alt  the  attending 
circumstances  of  the  alleged  sale,  tend  to  establish  thi^ 

2.  The  contents  of  the  casks  was  a  question  of  fact,  which 
the  jury  should  have  passed  upon. 

Third. — ^The  charge  to  the  jury  was  erroneous  in  the  fol- 
lowing respects : 

1.  The  judge  was  mistaken  in  saying  "  there  was  no  ques- 
tion made  in  the  pleading  about  the  quantity  of  wine." 

The  complaint  avers  there  were  fifteen  casks,  containing 
1,364  gallons.  The  answer  avers  ^^  that  said  casks  did  not 
contain  1,364  gallons." 

2.  The  court  charged  that  the  sheriff  sold  it  by  the  guage 
marks.     There  was  no  evidence  that  he  did. 

3.  The  instruction  to  the  jury  to  add,  to  what  they  should 
find  to  be  the  value,  interest  thereon  at  7  per  cent,  from  the 
time  of  taking  by  the  sheriff,  and  for  that  amount  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  their  verdict,  was  erroneous. 

Fourth. — The  verdict  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  greatest  quantity  of  wine  claimed  by  plaintiff,  or  tes 
fied  to,  was  1,364  gallons.  The  highest  price  testified  to  was 
$2  per  gallon  on  the  average.  That  would  make  the  value 
$2,778.  Interest  on  this  amount  from  June  12,  1867  (the 
date  of  seizure),  to  March  13,  1871  (the  date  of  trial),  being 
3  years,  9  months,  and  1  day,  at  7  per  cent,  is  $716.59. 
Add  this  to  the  value,  as  instructed  by  the  judge,  and  we 
have  a  total  of  $3,444.59  as  the  greatest  amount  for  which 
verdict  could  be  rendered  upon  the  evidence.  The  verdict 
was  $3,874.60. 

Fifth. — ^The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered* 
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C.   W.  Van  Voorhies,  attomeg  and 
Ira  D.  WaeHen,  counsel  for  respondeat 

First. — ^The  plaintiff  swears  that  he  was  introduoed  to 
Lingenfelder  by  a  broker  named  EifiteL  That  he  bought 
some  wine  of  Lingenfelder.  That  the  bill  of  the  wiue,  at' 
pages  9  and  10^  is  correct.  Tliat  be  saw  it  guaged.  That 
he  stood  by  when  it  was  gauged^  and  that  there  were  1^364 
gallons. 

He  bought  it  on  the  8th  of  June,  1867;  paid  a  note  of 
$S50  for  Lingenfelder  on  that  day,  which  Lingenfelder  owed 
to  Swaub,  as  a  part  payment  for  the  wine. 

That  afterwards,  on  the  11th  of  June,  be  paid  the  duties 
at  the  custom  house  and  the  bonded  warehouse,  aqd  the 
wine  was  delivered  to  him,  at  which  thne  he  paid  Lingen- 
felder the  balance  due  on  the  wine.  He  took  a  cellar  in 
Water  Street  and  stored  the  wine. 

That  the  sheriff  *came  a  day  or  two  afterwards  and  took 
it  away,  and  that  it  was  worth  from  $2  to  $6.25  per  gallon. 

There  is*^  not  one  word  of  conflict,  nor  the  slightest 
contradiction  on  any  of  this,  except  on  the  question  of 
value. 

The  wine  was  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintfffj  paid  for 
by  him,  and  put  in  his  own  store  before  the  levy.  There  is 
no  fraud  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  no  question  except 
ownership  made. 

The  court  was  therefore  right  in  instructing  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recovfer.  Also  in  refusing  to 
submit  the  question  to  the  jury,  as  in  the  defendant's  second 
request,  whether  or  not  a  sale  took  place.  Also  in  refusing- 
the  defendant's  third  request,  as  to  whether  it  was  a  fraud- 
ulent sale.  There  is  no  fraud  alleged  in  the  atiswer,  and 
none  is  proved. 

Second. — ^The  court  was  also  right  in  refusing  to  submit' 
to  the  jury  the  defendant's  fourth  request  ^as  to  what  the 
actual  contents  of  the  casks  were.''     Every  one  engaged  in       >^ 
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the  trial  at  this  stage  of  the  cose,  except  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendant^  knew  that  it  was  undisputed,  that  the 
actual  contents  of  the  casks  was  wine. 

Third. — The  court  was  also  right  in  refusing  to  instruct 
the  jury,  as  per  the  fiflh  request,  *Hhat  there  was  no 
evidence  upon-  which  they  could  find  that  the  casks  con- 
tained, at  the  time  of  the  levy  or  sale,  1,364  gallons,  or  any- 
such  number  of  gallons." 

At  folio  19  the  plaintiff  swears  that  there  were  1,364 
gallons,  that  be  stood  by  and  saw  it  gauged.  This  is  some 
evidence  of  the  fact— enough,  at  all  events,  to  make  such 
an  instruction  improper* 

Fourth, — The  court  was  right  in  refusing  to  charge  the 
seventh  request,  viz.,  "that  the  jury  cannot  include,  byway- 
of  damages  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  interest  on  what- 
ever they  might  find  the  value  of  the  wine  to  be." 

Interest  on  the  value  ot  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion  is  always  allowed.  {Andrews  agt.  Durant,  18 
N.  F.,  502 ;  Sedgtvich  on  Damages^  477,  note  1  and  oases.) 

Fifth. — The  defendants  excepted  to  the  charge  "  where 
the  court  says  no  question  is  made  in  the  pleadings  or  else- 
where as  to  the  quantity  of  wine."  The  court  does  not  say 
^^or  elsewhere"  at  alL  The  court  might  well  have  said  30, 
however,  as  it  is  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff^  and  no 
one  disputes  it.  There  was  therefore  no  question  for  the 
jury  about  the  amount,  and  the  court  was  right  in  so 
oharging. 

Had  the  defendants  desired  to  question  the  quantity,  they 
had  it,  and  coul^  easily  have  done  so  if  the  plaintiff  was  not 
correct 

The  court  did  not  tell  the  jury  "that  they  must  assume 
ttat  it  was  bought  and  sold  by  gauge  marks.^'  The  instruc* 
tion  there  given  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  for 
the<  evidence  is  tbat  the  plaintiff  saw  it  gauged. 

It  is  true  he  took  the  marks  afterwards,  and  for  aught 
that  iq[>peaP8,  ike  Sheriff  did  also    As  the  quantity  is  clearly 
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proved  and  rests  on  uncontroverted  evidence,  and  that  part 
of  the  charge  relates  to  a  branch  of  the  case  not  submitted 
to  the  jury,  it  could  have  no  bearing  on  the  case. 

The  next  exception  to  the  charge,  as  to  interest  on  the 
'Value,  has  been  ah-eady  noticed. 

Sixth, — The  learned  counsel,  challenged  each  of  the  jurors 
for  principal  cause,  and  moved  the  court  that  they  be  sworn 
to  try  the  issues  between  the  parties. 

The  court  stated  that  the  jurors  were  sworn,  at  the 
commencement  of  the  term,  to  try  all  the  issues  presenteji 
to  them.  To  which  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  No 
ground  of  challenge  is  stated,  hence  it  amounts  to  nothing 
and  should  be  disregarded.  {Freeman  agt.  The  People^  4 
DeniOy  9.) 

.  A  general  oath  may  be  administered  to  jurors  at  the 
opening  of  the  court. 

It  is  not  neccessary  that  they  should  be  sworn  in  each 
case  in  which  they  are  called.  {People^  dkc.  agt.  Albany  G* 
P.,  6  Wend,  648.) 

.  Seventh. — We  ask  that  the  judgment  be  aflBrmed,  with 
costs. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J. — ^The  defendant's  counsel 
demanded  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  whether  the  sale 
of  the  fifteen  casks  of  wine  by  Lingenfelder  to  the  plaintiff 
was  in  fraud  of  Stoessel,  a  creditor  of  Lingenfelder,  and  as  to 
what  were  the  contents  of  the  casks ;  and  also  requested  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  upon 
which  they  could  find  that  the  casks  cohtained  1,364  gallons 
of  wine ;  also  that  interest  by  way  of  damages  on  tlie  value 
of  the  wine  could  not  be  included  in  their  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  court  refused  these  requests,  and  directed  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  leaving  it  to  them  to  assess  the 
damages.  There  was  no  contradictory  evidence  on  the 
question  of  title,  and  no  evidence  to  prove  any  fraud  in  the 
sale.     The  plaintiff  proved  the  purchase  of  the  wine  by  his 
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own  evidence.  He  paid  92J  cents  per  gallon,  of  which  over 
$500  was  in  gold,  in  June,  1867,  when,  as  it  is  well  remem- 
bered, gold  bore  a  large  premium.  The  value,  as  stated 
by  him,  was  $2  per  gallon  on  an  average,  some  of  it  being 
worth  $2,26. 

The  inadequacy  of  price  was  not  a  sufficient  ground  to 
hold  the  sale  fraudulent  or  to  sustain  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant The  memory  of  the  plaintiff,  when  crbss-examined, 
appeared  to  be  defective  on  some  unimportant  points,  but  there 
was  nothing  in  his  evidence  to  cast  any  doubt  upon  the  fair- 
ness or  validity  of  the  sale.  It  may  be  conceded  that  there 
was  some  evidence,  but  slight,  that  Lingenfelder  disposed  of 
the  wine  to  prevent  its  being  reached  by  Stoessel  as  a  cred- 
itor, but  there  was  none  affecting  the  plaintiff  with  a  guilty 
knowledge,  or  that  his  purpose  was  not  honest  and  fair. 

There  was  no  room  to  doubt  that  the  contents  of  the 
casks  were  wine;  the  plaintiff  had  tasted  some  of  it;  he 
had  purchased  it  as  wine,  and  he  paid  for  l,36i  gallons  of  it 
as  such.  There  was  evidence  that  the  casks  were  gauged  by 
government  officials  as  containing  that  quantity  of  wine,  and 
that  the  duty  was  paid  as  upon  wine. 

This  evidence  was  sufficient  i^nwa  facie  tq  prove  the  con- 
tents of  the  casks  to  be  wine,  and  that  they  contained  the 
quantity  claimed.  There  was  no  evidence  whatever  casting 
a  suspicion  upon .  the  reliability  of  this  testimony.  As 
against  an  alleged  trespasser,  the  proof  was  quite  Sufficient. 
It  was  for  him  to  give  evidence  to  raise  a  doubt  before  the 
jury  could  be  called  upon  to  decide  it. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  interest  may  be  added  to  the  value 
at  the  time  of  the  conversion  as  damages.  {Andrews  agt. Mu- 
ranU  18  N.  Y.  iZ.,  502.)  On  the  question  of  value  it  was 
proved  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  wine  averaged  twi)  dollars 
per  gallon.  Against  that  was  the  fact  that  he  paid  less,  and 
that  it  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  at  auction  for  a  price  still  below 
that  paid  by  the  plaintiff.  The  jury  had  the  subject  before 
thena,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  they  intended  to  adopt  the 
Toil.  XLIV.  9 
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higher  price  named  by  the  plaintifi  as  the  value,  with  inter- 
est from  the  time  of  the  conversion.  The  wine,  at  S2,  amounts 
to  $2,728  and  interest  from  the  time  of  the  conversion  to  the 
trial,  is  $716.60,  being  three  years  and  nine  months.  The  ver- 
dict was  $3»874.60,  being  an  excess  of  $430  over  the  proper 
sum. 

This  sum  should  be  deducted  from  the  verdict. 

The  judgnfent  must^  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  awarded 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event,  unless  the  plaintiff  stipulate 
to  deduct  $430  from  the  verdict,  and  upon  such  stipulation 
being  filed  and  acknowledged,  the  judgment  may  be  amended 
by  making  such  deduction  as  of  the  day  it  was  rendered  and 
Bo  amended^  may  be  affirmed,  but  without  costs  of  the 
^)peaL 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS- 

William  W.  Stoxe  and  others^  respondents,  agt.  William 
C.  Bbowking  and  others,  appellants. 

« 

Where  the  principal,  and,  in  fa/ct,  the  only  qaentions  submitted  to  the  jnry,  were 
iirhetberthe  cloih  sold  hj  the  piaintitfs  to  the  defendants  was  sold  by  sample  with 
a  'Warranty,  and  whether  it  oorreeponded  with  the  sample,  the  decision  of  the 
]arj  thereon  cannot  be  disturbed. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  goods  is  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds  where  there  is  no  part 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  nor  note,  or  memorandum  of  the  contract,  nor 
nnless  the  purchasers  both  accept  and  receive  the  goods  purchased,  or  some  part 
thereof. 

It  ie  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  statute  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  purchasers  j 
they  must  also  have  accepted  them.  A  delivery  of  property  to  satisfy  the  require. 
ments  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  must  be  a  delivery  by  the  vendor  with  the  intent 
of  vesung  the  right  of  possession  in  the  vendee,  and  there  must  be  an  actual 
aceeptance  by  the  latter  with  the  mtention  of  taking  possession  as  owner. 

In  this  case  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendants,  the  purchasers  of  the  cloth 
from  the  plaintiffs,  had  not  sufficient  opponuuity  to  examine  the  cloth  while  it 
was  in  the  store  of  the  plaiutifis,  and  hence  it  was  arranged  that  it  should  be 
taken  to  the  store  of  the  defendants,  and  they  were  to  examine  it  within  one 
weeic,  and  if  they  were  satisfied  as  to  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  cloth,  then 
they  were  to  give  their  note  for  the  purchase  price.  They  di^  take  the  cloth,  and 
examine  it,  and  a/ler  the  examination,  refused  to  accept  It. 

Eeld,  that  the  defendants  did  not  take  possession  of  the  goods  as  owners,  and  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  title  in  them  should  vest  in  the  defendants 
before  they  examined  them  and  gave  their  notes.  {Beverting  8,  O.f  49  Barb., 
344.) 

Odolery  1872, 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  first  judicial 
district,  affirming  a  judgment  on  a  verdict  at  the  circuit,  in 
&vor  of  the  plaintifl^. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  balance  of  the 
purchase-money  of  a  quantity  of  goods,  claimed  by  the 
plaintifis  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  the 
defendants  under  a  verbal  contract  of  sale. 


) 
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The  defendants  denied  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  in 
reference  to  the  side  and  delivery.  They  also  set  up,  among 
other  defenses,  separate  defenses,  that  goods  were  sold  by 
sample,  with  an  express  warranty  that  the  goods  exhibited 
were  fair  and  correct  saiftples  of  the  whole,  and  also  that  the 
sale  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  void. 

A  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  those, 
among  other  grounds,  when  the  plaintiffs  rested  their  case, 
*  and  again,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  motions  were 
denied 

The  defendants^  counsel  then  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury  upon  several  distinct  propositions,  one  of  which  was 
in  the  following  terms:  "Ninth,  if  you  find  the  defendants 
never  intended  to,  and  did  not,  in  fact,  accept  the  goods  de* 
livered,  then  your  vedict  should  be  for  the  defendants,"  which 
request  was  refused.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  denial 
of  the  motions  to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  to  the  refusal  to 
charge  in  accordance  with  the  above  request. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  on  the  rule  of  law  applicable 
to  sales  by  warranty  and  sale,  to  which  no  exception  was 
taken  by  either  party. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  a 
judgment  entered  thereon  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the 
general  term,  and  the  defendants  have  appealed  from  the 
judgment  of  affirmance. 

A.  Prentice  &  John  K.  Porter,  for  appellants. 
William  Tracy,  far  respondents. 

Earl,  Com. — ^Upon  the  trial  the  principal  questions  liti- 
gated were  whether  the  cloth  was  sold  by  sample  with  a 
warranty  and  whether  it  corresponded  with  the  sample. 
These  questions  were  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  were  really 
the  only  questions  submitted  to  them,  and  as  to  them  the 
decision  of  the  jury  cannot  be  disturbed. 

I  am  of  opinion^  however^  that  the  contract  of  sale  was 
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void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  There  was  no  part  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  nor  note  or  memorandum  of  the  con- 
tract Hence  there  was  no  compliarice  with  the  statute,  un- 
less the  defendants  both  accepted  and  received  the  cloth 
purchased,  or  some  of  it.  It  was  not  sufficient  to  outrun 
the  statute  that  the  cloth  was  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants ;  they  must  also  have  accepted  it.  (Cross  agt.  (yDon* 
neK,  44  N.  F.,  661  i)  A  delivery  of  property,  to  satisfy 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  must  be  a  delivery 
by  the  vendor  with  the  intention  of  vesting  th  e  right  of  pos- 
session in  the  vendee,  and  there  must  be  an  actual  acceptance 
by  the  latter  with  the  intent  of  taking  possession  as  owner, 
{Brandt  agt.  Focht,  3  KeyeSj  409.)  Judge  Wright,  in 
Shmdier  agt.  Houston,  (1  N.  Y.,  269),  says  :  "  The  last  con- 
sidered cases  hold  that  there  must  be  a  vesting  of  the  posses- 
sion of  goods  in  the  vendee  as  absolute  owner,  discharged 
of  all  lien  for  the  price  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  and  an 
ultimate  acceptance  and  receiving  of  the  property  by  the 
vendee  so  unequivocal  that  he  shall  have  precluded  himself 
irom  taking  any  objection  to  the  quantum  or  quality  of  the 
goods  sold."  In  Bell  agt.  Bament,  (9  M.  &  W.,  41),  Parke, 
B.,  says  :  "  To  constitute  delivery  the  possession  must  have 
been  parted  with  by  the  owner  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  the 
right  of  lien." 

In  Phillips  agt.  Bristotle,  (2  B.  <&  Cr.j  611),  it  is  said  per 
curiam :  '*  In  order  to  satisfy  the  statute  there  must  be  a 
delivery  of  the  goods  by  the  vendor  with  an  intention  of 
vesting  the  right  of  possession  in  the  vendee,  and  there  must 
be  an  actual  acceptance  by  the  latter  with  an  intention  of 
talking  the  possession  as  owner."  In  Beid  agt.  Hutchinson, 
(3  Bos.  &  Puhj  233),  it  was  held  that  the  acceptance  must 
be  an  ultimate  acceptance,  and  such  as  completely 
affinns  the  contract.  In  Smith  agt.  Surmon,  (9  B.  d; 
Cr.,  S6l),  Parke,  B.,  says:  ^'The  latter  cas'js  have 
(established  that  unless  there  has  been  such  a  dealing  on  the 
part  of  the  purchaser  as  to  deprive  him  of  any  right  to  ob- 
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ject  to  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  goods,  or  to  deprive  the 
seller  of  his  right  of  lieu,  there  cannot  be  any  part  acceptance/' 
(See  also  Howe  agt.  Palmer y  3  B.dt  Aid.,  321 ;  Howton  agt, 
Armitagej  b  B.  <&  Aid.,  557  ;  Story  on  Sales,  ^  276.) 

Within  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  above  authorities 
there  is  not  in  this  case  any  ultimate  or  final  acceptance  of 
the  cloth  by  the  vendees.  Upon  this  point  there  is  no  con- 
flict in  the  evidence.  There  was  not  suiBcient  opportunity 
to  examine  the  cloth  while  it  was  in  the  store  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  hence  it  was  arranged  that  it  should  be  taken  to 
'the  store  of  the  defendants  and  they  were  to  examine  it,  and 
if  they  were  satisfied  as  to  the  quantity  and  quality  ol  the 
cloth,  then  they  were  to  give  their  note  for  the  purchase 
price.  They  did  take  the  cloth  and  examine  it,  and  after 
the  examination  refused  to  accept  it.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  that  they  ever  accepted  it  or  intended  to  accept  it- 
Bliss,  one  of  the  plaintifls,  testified  that  Button,  one  of  the 
defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  for  the  purchase 
of  the  cloth,  stated  that  he  could  not  examine  the  cloth  where 
it  was,  aud  that  it  was  the  understanding  that  he  should  take 
the  cloth  &nd  examine  it  all  before  the  week  was  out,  and 
then  give  defendants'  notes  for  the  same.  Stone,  another  of 
the  plaintiffs,  testified  that  defendants  were  not  ready  to  re- 
ceive the  goods  then,  but  that  the  understanding  was  that 
they  were  to  take  them,  and  before  Wednesday  of  the  next 
week,  examine  them  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  they 
had  the  quantity  and  quality  they  bargained  for,  and  were 
then  to  give  their  notes  for  them.  Fay,  also  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  testified  that  he  wrote  at  the  bottom  of  the  bill  of 
sale,  which  was  sent  to  the  defendants,  the  words,  "  To  be 
examined  by  Wednesday  or  Thursday  of  next  week.^'  We 
thus  have  the  testimony  of  all  the  plaintiffs  concurring  that 
the  defendants  received  the  goods  only  for  Examination,  and 
the  testimony  on  the  part  ot  the  defendants  on  the  same 
points  is  still  stronger.  They  did  not  take  possession  of  the 
goods  as  owners,  and  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties 
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ttiat  the  title  to  them  should  vest  in  the  defendants  before 
ihey  examined  them  and  gave  their  notes.  In  other  words, 
it  was  not  an  executed  sale,  and  such  was  the  view  taken  of 
the  case  by  the  judge  at  the  circuit  in  his  charge  to  the  jury. 
He  charged  the  following  propositions :  ^^  If  you  find  that 
these  goods  were  warranted,  and  that  they  did  not  conform 
to  the  representations  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  you  will  find  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants.  If  you  find  that  the  plaintifis ' 
warranted  the  balance  of  the  goods  to  corre^ond  as  to  quality 
with  the  four  cases  shown  to  the  defendants  on  the  sale,  and 
that  those  delivered  did  not  so  correspond,  then  the  defend- 
ants were  not  bound  to  accept  them.^  **If  you  find  that  the 
goods  were  sold  by  sample  and  that  the  bulk  did  not  corres- 
pond with  the  sample,  and  further,  that  the  defendants  were 
induced  to  keep  the  goods  over  the  week,  or  to  continue  the 
examination  of  the  goods  longer  than  they  would  have  done 
but  for  the  acts  of  the  plaintiffs,  then  the  defendants  had  a 
right  to  return  the  goods,  and  your  verdict  should  be  for  the 
defendants."  Although  the  defendants  agreed  to  examine 
these  goods  within  one  week,  yet  if  tbe  plaintiffs  requested 
them  during  tbe  week  to  continue  to  examine  more  of  the 
goods,  then  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to 
make  such  further  examination,  and  if  such  examination  took 
more  than  the  balance  of  week,  the  defendants  were  still 
entitled  to  return  them,  if,  at  the  close  of  the  examina- 
tion, they  proved  to  be  inferior  to  the  samples.  It  will  be  seen ' 
that  ^'  the  judge  treated  this  as  an  executory  contract  of  sale, 
under  which  the  defendants  had  the  right  to  refuse  to  accept 
the  goods  if  they  did  not  conform  to  tbe  warranty,  in  case 
the  jury  found  one  had  been  made."  He  assumed  that  the 
defendants  had  not  accepted  the  goods,  but  he  charged  the 
jury  in  substance  that  if  the  defendants  purchased  without 
warranty  then  they  were  bound  to  accept,  and  if  they  pur- 
chased with  a  warranty  and  the  goods  conformed  to  the 
warranty,  then  they  were  also  bound  to  accept.  And  if 
there  was  a  warranty,  and  the  goods  did  not  conform  to  it. 
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tlien  the  defendants  were  not  bound  to  accept.  It  was  plain- 
ly assumed  by  tlie  judge  that,  upon  some  theoiy,  there  was 
a  valid  executory  contract  of  sale,  not  that  tliere  was  exe- 
cuted sale.  Because  if  the  defendants  had  accepted  these 
goods  and  the  title  bad  vested  in  them,  and  the  sale  had  thus 
become  executed,  the  defendants  would  have  had  no  right  to 
return  them  for  a  breach  of  warranty,  and  escape  entirely 
any  recovery.  In  such  case  defendants  would  have  been 
obliged  to  have  retained  the  goods,  and  could  only  have  re- 
couped or  counter-claimed  their  damages  for  a  breach  of 
warranty.  That  I  am  right  in  these  observations,  as  to  the 
chai'ge,  appears  more  clearly  by  the  refusal  of  tiie  judge  to 
charge  the  following  request  of  the  defendants'  counsel :  "If 
you  find  the  defendants  never  intended  to,  and  did  not,  in 
fact,  accept  the  goods  delivered,  then  your  verdict  should  be 
for  the  defendants.'^ 

To  the  refusal  to  charge,  as  thus  requested,  there  was  an 
exception.  This  shows  quite  clearly  that  the  judge  tried 
the  case  upon  the  theory  of  an  executory  sale,  valid  and 
binding  (unless  there  was  a  breach  of  wan-anty)  without 
acceptance.  In  this  refusal  to  charge  there  w^as  manifest 
error,  because  without  acceptance  theie  was  no  valid  contract 
of  sale,  and  the  defendants  had  the  right  to  reject  and  return 
the  goods  without  any  liability  whatever  to  the  plaintifis. 

Another  view  of  this  case  will  also  show  that  the  statute  of 
^frauds  was  not  complied  with.  There  was  at  least  no  such 
delivery  of  these  goods  as  deprived  the  plaintiffs  of  their  lien 
for  the  purchase  price.  When  the  goods  were  returned  to 
the  phiintiffs  they  claimed  a  lien  on  them  for  the  purchase 
price,  and  refused  to  receive  them  except  as  lien-holders,  and 
they  sold  them  to  satisfy  this  lien.  And  they  claim,  in  this 
jiction,  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  not 
satisfied  by  a  sale  of  the  property.  It  is  unnecessary  to  inquire 
whether,  upon  the  facts  as  they  appeared  upon  the  trial,  the 
phiintiffs  had  this  lien  qr  not.  They  claimed  it,  acted  upon 
it,  and  alleged  it  in  their  complaint.     They  cannot  now  be 
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heard  to  deny  it  The  authorities  above  cited  show  that  a 
lien  for  the  purchase  price  is  inconsistent  with  such  a  deliv- 
ery and  ultimate  acceptanciB  of  goods  as  to  satisfy  the  statute 
of  frauds. 

The  judgment  should^  therefore^  be  reversed^  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  event. 

^*  LoTT,  Ch.  C.f  reads  for  reversal  All  concur.  Judgment 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted^  with  costs  to  abide  evenf* 

LoTT,  Ch.  Com. :  It  must  be  assumed  that  the  jury 
under  the  instructions  given  to  them  by  the  court^  have,  by 
ttieir  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintifi,  found  either  that  there 
was  neither  an  express  warranty  nor  a  sale  of  the  goods  by 
sample,  or  that  they  conformed  to  the  warranty,  if  there  was 
one,  and  corresponded  with  the  sample  exhibited,  ii  the  sale 
was  by  sample. 

The  defendants  are,  therefore,  precluded  from  any  relief  on 
those  grounds. 

They  were,  however,  entitled  to  have  the  jury  instructed 
as  asked  in  the  ninth  request  or  proposition  submitted  to  the 
court. 

Although  the  goods  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants,  it  was  a  question  strongly  litigated  on  the  trial 
whether  they  were  received  absolutely  as  their  property,  or 
only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  they  conformed 
to  the  sample  shown  them.  It  appears  to  be  conceded  by 
the  plaintiffs  that  the  defendants  were  allowed  a  week  to 
make  an  examination  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  seeing 
whether  any  portion  thereof  was  so  defective  as  to  entitle 
them,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade,  to  make  a  return 
thereof,  and  have  a  deduction  made  on  account  of  the  same 
in  the  amount  of  the  note  to  be  given  therefor.  Under  this 
conflict  of  evidence  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  have  the 
question  determined  by  the  jury,  whether  the  goods  had  in 
fact  been  "accepted''  by  them  with  the  intention  of  taking 
possession  as  owner.     The  statute  of  frauds  requires  that 
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'Hhe  buyer  shall  accept  and  receive ''  a  part  of  the  goods 
covered  by  the  contract  for  the  sale  thereof. 

The  mere  receipt  is  not  a  compliance  with  that  require- 
ment. There  must  be  some  act  or  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  buyer  indicating  and  manifesting  his  intention  in  receiv- 
ing them,  to  accept  them  absolut-ely  and  unconditionally  in 
execution  and  full  performance  of  the  contract  of  sale.  {See 
Shindler  figt,  Houston^  1  Comst,,  Seijrf'C. ;  Brandt  agt. 
Focht,  3  Kej/cSy  409  ;   Caulkins  agt.  HeUman^  47  N.  Y.,  449. 

The  refusal  to  charge,  in  conformity  to  the  above  request^ 
was,  therefore,  an  error,  which  calls  for  and  requires  a  rever- 
sal of  the  judgment  and  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Habt  Swords,  administratrix,  &c.,  respondent,  agt  Wn> 

LiAM  Edqar,  et  al.y  appellants. 

In  an  action  against  the  owntrt  of  a  pier  for  penonal  injnries,  resniring  in  death,  it 
might  be  conceded  that  if  the  pier  was  in  an  unsafe  condition  ui  ihe  time  ii  was 
leased  to  lessees,  some  fourteen  months  prior  to  the  accident,  the  lessees  then 
being  in  possession,  would  not  afford  a  defense  against  a  claim  npon  the  ownerf 
for  such  injaries,  arising  from  such  defect,  and  where  there  was  no  direct  evidence 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  timbers  at  the  time  of  giving  of  the  lease,  but  it  was 
assumed  bj  the  judge  at  the  trial  that  it  might  be  inferred  from  general  know- 
ledge of  the  lengih  of  time  required  for  wood  to  become  rotten,  but  in  this  case  it 
oouid  not  occur  in  the  time  intervening  between  the  making  of  the  lease  and  the 
happening  of  the  accident ;  and  the  only  evidence  npon  the  subject  was  that  it 
would  require  the  lapse  of  fifteen  years  before  such  timbers  would  become  so 
rotten  : 

Belil,  that  it  was  impossible  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  jury,  in  finding  for 
pbiiutifr,  conld  be  sustained  by  such  evidence,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  submit- 
ting the  inquiry  which  he  did  to  the  jury. 

The  judge  also  erred  in  submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the  defpndant« 
^rMtt  possession  of  the  pier  when  the  accident  occurred.  The  only  evidence  to 
support  the  submission  of  this  inquiry  was  that  the  lease  was  executed  some 
months  afrer  it  was  dated,  and  that  the  defendants*  agent  entered  npon  the  pier 
and  made  repairs  upon  it  a  few  months  after  it  broke  down.  It  was  also  in  evi* 
denee,  and  undisputed,  that  the  lessees  were  in  the  possession  at  the  date  of  the 
lease,  and  from  thence  until  it  fell. 

New  York  General  Ternty  October ,  1872. 

The  plaintiff  sued  under  the  act  of  1847,  to  recover  $5,000 
for  the  death  of  her  husband,  who  was  a  longshoreman,  en- 
gaged on  July  9,  1866,  in  discharging  iron  from  a  vessel 
unloading  at  Pier  No.  11,  North  River.  The  iron  overloaded 
the  pier ;  it  fell,  Swords  with  it ;  he  caught  cold  ;  it  resulted 
in  congestion  of  the  lungs,  and  on  July  18,  1866,  he  died. 
The  appellants  owned  the  south  half  of  Ihe  pier. 

Other  defendants  were  sued,  as  to  whom  the  complaint 
was  dismissed. 
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The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  $3,500  against  the  appellants. 
They  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied,^  and 
from  the  order  upon  that  motion,  and  from  the  judgment,  the 
appeal  is  t^ken. 

On  October  19,  1865,  the  appellants  leased  their  half  of 
the  pier  to  the  Commercial  Steamboat  Company  for  five 
years,  from  May  1,  1865  (the  lessees  were  in  possession  from 
that  date,  under  the  preliminary  arrangement),  by  a  lease 
which  provided  that  the  pier  should  be  "  kept  in  order  and 
repair,  by  and  at  the  cost  of  the  lessees." 

During  the  whole  term  the  pier  was  occupied  under  the 
lease;  the  appellants  were  at  no  time  in  possession-  The 
rent  was  regularly  paid,  sometimes  by  the  lessees,  sometimes 
by  others,  under  or  for  them,  but  always  under  the  lease. 

It  was  conclusively  proved  that  the  pier  fell  through  the 
fault  of  the  owners  of  the  steamer  "  Mauritius,''  in  making 
a  storehouse  for  iron .  of  the  pier,  the  plaintiiT's  intestate 
being  employed  in  discharging  that  vessel.  About  eighty- 
five  or  ninety  car-wheels,  weighing  five  hundred  pounds 
each,  and  three  tons  of  iron,  raised  after  the  accident  by . 
the  witness,  Henry  F.  Backus,  thirty  tons  of  iron  that  was 
not  raised,  and  fifty  more  car-wheels,  and  thirty  tons  moreiDt 
iron,  raised  by  the  Coast  Wrecking  Company,  or  about 
ninety-eight  tons  of  iron  were  placed  on  the  bridge  part 
of  the  pier,  and  crushed  it  in,  falling  with  it  into  the  water. 

The  pier  was  not  a  new  pier.  The  only  witness  for  plain- 
tiff to  its  condition  was  another  longshoreman,  who  testified 
that  th*^  dock  gave  a  crack,  the  timbers  broke  off,  and  tiiat 
he  subsequently  examined  the  timbers,  and  found  them 
rotten  as  diii;.  He  would  not,  on  cross-examination,  say  he 
saw  two  beams  that  were  rotten ;  said  that  there  were  so 
many  timbers  underneath  the  dock  that  you  could  not  tell 
whether  they  were  placed  on  piles  or  not,  and  that  from 
fifty  to  sixty  feet  i/i  length  broke.  The  other  witness  for 
plaintiff  on  the  subject  swore  that  only  five  to  six  feet  in 
length  fell ;  no  other  witness  testified  to  any  want  of  sound- 
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ness  of  the  pier ;  and  against  this  testimony  was  the  evidence 
of  the  dock  builder  who  repaired  the  pier,  the  stevedore  who 
for  twelve  years  had  done  business  on  tbe  pier,  another 
stevedore  who,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  engineer  on 
the  pier,  and  the  wrecking  company's  agent,  who  raised  part 
of  the  iron,  all  of  whom  proved  the  overloading,  and  proved 
'that  though  there  was  a  little  necessary  surlace-rot  from 
fresh  water,  where  the  plank  rested  on  the  cross-pieces,  the 
beams  were  perfectly  sound,  and  one  of  whom  testified  that 
in  the  morning  of  the  day  the  pier  fell,  he  notified  the  fore- 
man under  whom  the  plaintifiT's  intestate  was  working,  that 
he  was  getting  too  much  iron  on  the  dock. 

As  the  appellants  had  no  legal  right  during  their  lease  to 
enter  in  order  to  make  repairs,  and  as  they  had  required 
their  lessees  to  covenant  to  keep  the  pier  in  repair,  it  will  be 
seen  how  great  is  the  hardship  that  on  such  evidence  of  the 
condition  of  the  pier  the  jury  should  have  gratified  their 
sympathy  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  appellants'  expense. 

The  appellants  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  and  presented  certain 
requests  to  be  charged  by  the  judge,  and  the  exceptions  to 
the  rulings  in  these  respects,  and  to  certain  prmciples  charged 
to, the  jury,  raise  the  other  questions  presented  by  the  ap- 
peal. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  upon  substantially 
these  propositions,  of  which  the  appellants  complain,  and 
which,  it  is  urged,  amounted  to  little  less  than  a  direction  of 
a  verdict. 

1.  That  the  appellants  were  responsible  if  the  pier  were 
out  of  repair  on  May  1,  1S65,  from  which  date  the  lease 
took  efiect. 

2.  That  though  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  condition  of 
the  pier  at  any  other  date  than  that  on  which  it  fell,  "  we  all 
know,  from  our  common  experience,  that  wood  does  not 
materiaHy  decay  between  May  1,  1865,  and  July  11,  1866." 

3.  That  it  was  not  contended  that  the  condition  of  the 
pier  on  July  11,  1866,  was  materially  different  from  what  it 
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was  on  May  1,  1865,  though  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to 
warrant  the  assertion^  and  on  the  contrary,  appellants 
requested  the  court  to  charge  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
want  of  repair  at  the  execution  of  the  lease, 

4.  That  not  only  was  the  fact  of  the  lease  no  defense,  if 
the  jury  found  want  of  repair  at  the  beginning  of  the  term^ 
but  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  on  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence, who  was  in  possession  on  July  11,  1866. 

5.  And  the  judge  then  charged,  that  if  on  July  1 1, 1866, 
the  pier  were  out  ot  repair,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  without  any  qualification  in  respect  to  who  was  in 
possession  under  the  leajse,  or  whether  such  want  of  repair 
bad  or  had  not  arisen  during  the  lease. 

John  E.  Pabsons,  for  appellants. 

I.  The  only  witness  in  reference  to  the  lease  was  William 
Cruikshank,  appellants'  ageht.  This  evidehce  was  not  con- 
troverted; it  established  the  lease;  that  from  the  beginning 
of  the  term  the  lessors  were  out  of  possession,  and  that  there 
was  continuous  possession  under  the  lease  during  the  term, 
by  or  under  the  lessees,  who  paid  all  the  rent 

The  lease  had  on  it  the  pencil  indorsement,  signed  by  no 
one,  the  handwriting  of  which  was  not  proved,  ^^  ejected 
November  16,  1866,'^  four  months  after  the  accident. 
After  the  accident  Mr.  Cruikshank  enaployed  the  dock 
builder  to  repair  the  lease,  and  compromised  the  claim 
against  the  lessees  for  the  repairs,  at  fifcy  per  cent.  It  was 
proved  that  there  was  no  ejectment,  even  in  November,  and 
yet  upon  this  evidence  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
who  was  in  possession  on  July  11,  1866.  It  cannot  be 
shown  that  the  verdict  did  not  proceed  upon  this  point,  it  is 
ansustained  by  any  evidence,  and  equally  upon  that  ground 
as  of  the  error  in  leaving  the  question  to  the  jury  should 
the  verdict  be  set  aside. 
.    XL  The  lease;  with  a  full  covenant  by  the  lessees  to  keep^ 
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the  pier  in  repair^  relieved  the  appellants  (the  lessors)  from 
liability.  It  will  not  be  contended  that  an  absolute  deed 
would  not  put  at  end  aQ  such  liability.  During  the  term 
the  lease  just  as  effectually  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
lessors  legally  to  enter  to  make  repairs,  and  made  the  lessee^ 
owners  pro  hoc  vice.  The  lessee  controlled  the  use,  and 
danger  was  due  not  to  the  fact,  but  to  the  use  of  the  pier. 
If  the  lessee  suffered  the  pier  to  be  used,  it  was  at  his  peril 
that  he  permitted  it  to  be  in  dangerous  want  of  repair.  The 
lessors  had  no  power  to  permit  or  refuse  the  use,  and  so 
could  not  be  charged  with  any  duty  to  those  who  did  use  it. 

In  Bodioay  agt.  Biggs  (37  N.  Y.,  256),  the  lessee  was  held 
liable,  and  in  its  opinion  the  court  of  appeals  says,  that  by  a 
covenant  similar  to  that  in  this  case,  the  city  (the  lessors) 
exercised  due  care  on  its  part 

m.  The  appellants  were  none  the  less  freed  from  liability 
if  the  pier  were  out  of  repair  at  the  beginning  of  the  term. 

The  judge  held  otherwise,  on  the  authority  of  Moody  agt. 
The  Mayor  J  (&c.  (43  Barb.j  282).  In  that  case  the  pier  was 
so  built  that  logs  of  wood  projected  under  the  surface  of  the 
water,  hidden  from  sight  in  such  manner  that  the  plaintiff's 
vessel  was  caught  upon  them,  and  became  a  total  loss ;  and 
the  liability  was  put  by  this  general  term  upon  the  defective 
construction  of  the  pier,  for  which  the  owner  is  responsible, 
and  the  removal  of  which  did  not  come  within  the  lessees' 
covenant  to  keep  in  repair. 

Congreve  agt.  Smithy  and  Congreve  agt.  Morgan  (J  8  N.  F., 
79  and  84),  were  cases  where  one  who  himself  made  an 
excavation  in  a  street^  was  made  liable  for  failure  to  keep 
it  properly  protected. 

In  Cannovan  agt.  ConMin  (1  Ahb.y  N.  5.,  271),  the  com- 
mon pleas  general  term  assumed  that  the  lessor  is  not  liable 
but  held  the  defendant,  because  he  reserved  a  right  of  poses- 
non  to  himself  in  the  part  of  the  pier,  the  condition  of  which 
caused  the  injury. 

IV.  It  was  error  for  the  judge  to  instruct  the  jury,  as  sub* 
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stantially  he  did,  to  assume  that  the  condition  of  the  pier 
was  the  same  on  May  1,  1865,  as  on  July  11,  1866.  Open 
and  exposed  to  the  elements  as  it  was,  there  was  no  neces- 
sary impossibility  that  the  pier  should  be  in  repair  on  May  1, 
1865,  and  become  out  of  repair  during  the  fourteen  months 
to  July,  1866.  However  difficult  to  determine  when  it  was, 
there  was  but  an  instant  between  the  time  when  the  pier 
was  in  repair  and  the  lime  when  it  became  otherwijse ;  and 
what  justified  the  learned  judge,  upon  mere  conjecture,  to 
determine  that  that  instant  of  time  was  not  between  the  two 
dates  T 

V.  It  was  certainly  error  for  the  judge  to  charge  that  it, 
the  pier,  fell  from  defective  condition  at  the  time,  the  appel- 
lants were,  on  that  state  of  facts,  alone  responsible. 

That  was  to  hold  that  if  the  pier  were  well  constructed, 
and  in  thorough  repair  at  the  beginning  of  the  term,  still  the 
lessors  remained  hable ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  uncler  all 
circumstances  must  the  liability  of  a  pier  owner  continue. 

VI.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  covenant  in  tiiis  case 
requires  the  lessee  to  keep  the  pier  in  order  and  repair.  A 
pier  is  rented  by  a  lessee  to  use  as  a  pier,  and  a  covenant  on 
his  part  to  keep  it  in  good  order  and  repair,  requires  that  it 
shall  be  kept  in  suitable  condition  for  such  use,  and  effectually 
devolves  upon  him  the  duty  to  prevent  use  when  the  pier  is 
in  unsuitable  condition. 

VII.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Ira  D.  Warren,  for  respondents.  S 

I.  The  defendants'  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge, 
**  That  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  want  of  repair  at  the 
execution  of  the  lease.'' 

This  action  was  against  the  owners  and  not  the  lessees. 
The  evidence  showed  that  the  timbers  were  rotten,  and  that 
it  would  take  ten  or  fifteen  years  for  them  to  rot  in  that  sit- 
uation ;  hence  there  was  evidence  to  show  that  they  were 
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rotten  when  the  lease  was  made  in  1865.  The  defendants 
leased  a  rotten  pier,  and  received  rent  for  its  use,  and  hence 
are  liable  for  all  damages  resulting  therefrom. 

They  furnished  the  means  for  the  infliction  of  the  injury, 
and  are  liable  as  well  as  the  tenant.  {Anderson  agt.  Dickie^ 
1  Robty  24:6 ;  Vandenburgh  agt.  Truax^  4  DeniOy  464 ; 
Thomas  agt  Winchester^  6  N.Y.j  397.) 

If  the  injury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  the  owner, 
either  in  constructing  or  upholding  the  freehold,  he  is  liable, 
and  cannot,  by  letting,  divest  himself  of  such  liability, 
(EaJcin  agt.  Brown^  1  E.  D.  Smithy  43;  Goodlcy  agt.  Hag" 
ertyy  20  Penn.y  389.) 

"The  entire  surrender  to  a  lessee  does  not  relieve  the 
owner  from  liability  to  third  persons  for  defects  which  ex- 
isted in  it  when  he  parted  with  its  controL  Nor  yet  would 
he  be  protected  by  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  hirer  to 
repair  such  defects,  for  the  mere  relation  of  letter  and  hirer 
has  no  quality  which  enables  the  latter  to  evade  responsibil- 
ity for  his  own  acts,  by  referring  persons  injured  thereby  to 
a  third  party  for  relief. '^  {Sherman  &  Redjield  on  Negligence^ 
§  502 ;  Moody  agt.  The  Mayor^  d;c.,  43  Barb.y  282  ;  Daven- 
port agt.  Buckman,  37  N,  Y.y  568  ;  Fish  agt.  Dodge^  4  Den- 
niOy  311 ;  Benson  agt.  SuareZj  19  Abb.y  61.) 

"  Tlie  defendant  constructed  a  sewer  through  his  own 
property,  which  was  not  made  with  proper  care ;  subse- 
quently he  leased  the  premises  to  the  plaintifl,  and  afterwards 
the  sewer  burst.  Held  that  the  owner  was  liable."  {Alston 
agt  Granty  3  El  <&  -B.,  128.) 

The  jury  found  that  the  timbers  of  this  pier  were  rotten  and 
dangerous  at  the  time  the  lease  was  made,  and  were  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence  in  so  finding,  as  it  would  take  from 
ten  to  fifteen  years  for  them  to  rot,  and  had  only  been  used 
one  year. 

Again,  a  pier  in  the  city  of  New  York  is  a  public  street 
If  it  is,  the  same  doctrine  applies  that  applies  to  any  per- 
son using  a  part  of  the  public  street  for  his  own  purposes 
ToL.  XLIV.  10 
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he  is  bound  to  keep  it  safe.  {Congreve  agt.  Smithy  18  N.T.^ 
79  ;  Congreve  agt.  Morgan^  18  N.  F.,  84 ;  Dygeri  agt.  Scheneh 
23  Wend.y  446.) 

n.  The  first  exception  to  the  charge  is  not  well  taken. 
The  condition  of  the  pier  on  the  1st  of  May,  1865,  was  a 
material  point  in  view  of  the  cases  before  cited.  The  evi- 
dence on  that  Question  was  conflicting,  and  the  court  was 
correct  in  submitting  it  to  the  jury. 

The  second  exception  is  not  well  taken.  There  was  some 
evidence  that  notwithstanding  the  lease  the  defendants  were 
actually  in  possession  of  the  pier  at  the  time.  They  repaired 
it  after  the  damage.  They  were,  at  that  time,  negotiating  to 
lease  it  to  Johnson  &  Higgins.  The  lease  contained  a  memo- 
randum that  the  tenants  were  ejected  in  1866,  also  that  the 
lease  was  dated  back. 

The  third  exception  to  the  charge  has  been  discussed  under 
the  first  point. 

The  tourth  exception  is  not  well  taken.  There  was  no 
evidence  showing  any  change  in  the  condition  of  the  pier 
from  the  date  of  the  lease  to  the  time  of  the  accident. 

The  last  exception  was  not  well  taken,  for  the  reason  that 
the  only  witness  who  testified  on  the  subject  said  that  such 
timber  would  not  decay,  as  this- was  in  from  ten  to  fifteen 
years. 

III.  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  evidence  of  any  pecuniary 
loss  in  these  cases  to  enable  the  next  of  kin  to  recover. 
{Baron  agt.  II.R  Co.,  5  Wallace,  TJ.S,  90 ;  OldfieU  agt.  H. 
R.  R  R.  Co.,  14  N.Y.,  310,  318  ;  Mclntire  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  R. 
R.  Co.,  37  N.  Y.,  287.) 

IV.  We  ask  that  this  judgment  be  affirmed  with  costs,     • 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J. — ^It  must  be  conceded  that  if. 
the  pier,  where  the  accident  occurred,  was  in  an  unsafe  con- 
dition at  the  time  it  was  leased.  May  1,  1865 ;  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  pier  by  other  parties,  und(?r  a  lease  from  the 
defendants,  will  not  afford  a  defense  against  a  claim  upou 

them  for  injury  arising  from  such  defect 
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The  question  of  the  condition  of  the  pier  at  this  time  was 
submitted  to  the  jury^  and  an  exception  thereto  was  taken 
by  the  defendants'  counsel. 

The  accident  occurred  in  July,  1866^  and  an  examination 
afterwards  proved  that  timbers,  not  previously  in  sight,  were 
very  much  decayed.  There  was  an  unusual  weight  of  freight 
placed  upon  the  pier,  but  the  accident  woulcj  not  have  hap- 
pened had  these  tim*bers  been  sound. 

There  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to.  the  condition  of  the 
timbers  May  1,  1865,  when  the  possession  was  delivered  to 
the  tenant,  but  it  was  asiumed  by  the  learned  judge  that  it 
might  be  inferred  from  general  knowledge  of  the  length  of 
time  required  for  wood  to  become  rotten. 

It  was  said  by  the  judge  in  substance  that  it  could  not 
occur  in  the  time  intervening  between  the  making  of  the 
lease  and  the  happening  of  the  accident.  The  only  evidence 
bearing  upon  the  subject  was  that  it  would  require  the 
lapse  of  fifteen  years  before  such  timbers  would  become  so 
rotten. 

I  think  it  was  impossible  that  the  conclusion  reached  by 
the  jury  can  be  sustained  by  such  evidence,  and  that  the 
court  erred  in  submitting  the  enquiry  which  he  did. 

The  timbers  might  have  been  sufficiently  sound  when  the 
lease  was  made,  to  have  sustained  the  weight  under  which 
they  broke,  and  precipitated  the  plaintiff's  intestate  into  the 
water,  inflicting  the  injury  which  caused  his  death  in  July, 
1866. 

At  least,  we  can  know  nothing  to  the  contrary  as  a  fact. 

There  is  no  such  general  law  of  nature  as  will  possess  the 
court  and  jury  of  the  proper  knowledge  to  pass  upon  the 
soundness  of  the  timbers,  or  their  capacity  to  sustain  the 
weight  required,  from  the  facts  proven. 

The  judge  erred  in  his  instructions  upon  this  subject. 

The  judge  submitted  to  the  jury  the  question  whether 
the  defendants  were  in  the  possession  of  the  pier  when  the 
accident  occurred. 
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Tlie  only  evidence  to  support  the  submission  of  this  in- 
quiry was  that  the  lease  was  executed  some  months  after  the 
date,  and  that  the  defendants'  agent  entered  upou  the  pier 
and  repaired  it  a  few  months  after  it  broke  down. 

It  was  also  in  evidence,  and  undisputed,  that  the  lessees 
were  in  the  possession  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  and  from 
thence  until  it  fell.  Also,  that  the  defendants  claimed  the 
expense  of  these  repairs  from  the  lessees,  which  they  com- 
promised at  fifty  per  cent.,  being  liable,  under  a  covenant, 
in  the  lease  for  repairing. 

There  is  nothing  inconsistent  in  these  circumstances,  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  rely  to  sustain  the  proposition,  that  the 
defendants  were  in  possession,  with  the  opposite  conclusion. 

The  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  submission 
of  the  question. 

The  jury  may  have  based  their  verdict  upon  an  erroneous 
finding  as  to  this  fact  of  possession. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Adon  D.  Crosby  and  another^  agt  Frank  C.  Brown. 

On  an  appeal  from  au  order  of  the  eoantj  eonrti  in  a  eanse  originating  in  a  Jnstioe'b 
eoart,  on  a  case  and  ezoeptions  for  a  re-tiial  in  the  conutj  oonrt,  which  is  granted 
by  the  eonnty  court,  and  thereapon  an  appeal  is  taken  from  this  last  order  (or 
judgment)  of  the  county  oonrt  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  where 
the  order  of  the  county  court  is  reversed,  the  successful  party  is  not  entitled  to 
any  cotU  of  the  last  appeal.  It  wouA  make  no  difference  that  judgment  was  en- 
tered upon  the  order.  {Following  ikt  dtcUion  of  tht  ease  ^  Wbodbwrjf  agt  Morton, 
mnU  p,  56. 

Fourth  Departmenty  JunCy  1872. 

Johnson,  P.  J".,  Talcott  &  Barker,  J.J. 

An  appeal  from  an  order,  made  at  special  term,  denying  a 
motion  for  re-adjustment  of  costd. 

The  action  was  commenced  in  justice^s  court,  where 
the  plaintifis  had  a  judgment.  The  <lefendant  appealed  to 
the  county  court,  where  a  re-trial  was  had  before  a  referee, 
and  the  plaintiffs  again  recovered.  The  defendant  then  ap- 
plied to  the  county  court  on  a -case  containing  exceptions  for 
a  new  trial,  and  the  same  was  ordered  with  cost«  to  abide 
the  event.  The  plaintiff's  appealed  from  such  order  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  and  the  order  appealed 
from  was  here  reversed. 

The  memorandum  of  the  decision  of  the  general  term,  as 

filed  with  the  clerk,  was  in  these  words  under  the  title  of  the 

cause,  "Judgment  of  county  court  of  Cattaraugus  reversed 

and  that  of  the  referee  affirmed.'^ 

The  clerk,  taxing  tlie  costs  on  this  appeal,  allowed  $20 

before  argument  and  $iO  for  argument,  one  term  fee  $10, 

making  and  serving  amendments  to  case  $10.    Disbursements 
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were  taxed  at  $81,95,  two  of  the  items  being  for  printing 
the  papers  used  on  appeal,  and  were  taxed  at  $76.50.  The 
entrie  bill  amounted  to  $161.95. 

The  defendant  appeared  before  the  clerk,  and  objected  to 
the  taxation  of  all  of  the  said  items,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  any  costs  on  the  appeal  from  the. 
order,  and  in  no  event  should  the  plaintiffs  be  allowed  more 
than  $10,  and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  that,  for  the  reason 
the  same  had  not  been  specially  awarded  by  the  court. 

The  clerk  taxed  the  bill  as  presented.  The  defendant 
moved  the  special  term  to  set  aside  the  same,  and  the  motion 
was  in  all  things  denied,  and  the  taxation  by  the  clerk 
upheld. 

The  defendant  appeals  to  this  court  from  that  orde** 

D.  H.  BoLLES,  for  appellant. 

Wm.  H.  Henderson,  for  respondents. 

By  the  courty  Barker,  J, — The  disposition  to  be  made 
of  this  appeal  is  determined  by  the  case  of  Woodbury  agt- 
Mortonj  {ante  p  56.) 

In  that  case  the  cause  originated  in  justice's  court,  and 
was  re-tried  in  the  county  court  on  appeal.  A  new  trial 
was  granted  in  the  county  court  upon  a  case  containing  ex- 
ceptions. An  appeal  from  such  order  was  taken  to  the 
general  term.  It  was  held  that  the  successful  party  on  that 
appeal  could  not  recover  costs  as  allowed  by  sub-division  5 
of  section  307  of  the  Code.  That  it  presented  a  case  coming 
within  the  exceptions  enumerated  in  same  sub-division.  That 
the  appeal  is  under  sub-division  2,  section  344.  In  that  case 
the  motion  in  the  county  court  for  a  new  trial  was  made 
before  judgment  was  perfected  on  the  verdict  In  this 
instance  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  after  judgment  on 
the  report  of  a  referee.  To  our  minds  this  circumstance 
does  not  mak^  the  cases  dissimilar  so  far  as  the  question  of 
costs  is  concerned.     In  this  case,  as  in  that,  the  appeal  is 
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from  an  order  and  not  from  a  judgment.  The  question  pre- 
sented is  in  the  very  terms  of  the  exception  contained  in  the 
section  above  cited.  There  is  no  room  left  for  construction, 
for  it*cannot  be  fairly  said  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend 
just  what  is  so  plainly  stated. 

We  are  referred  to  the  case  of  Williams  agt.  Murray j  re- 
ported in  (32  How.  Pr.  Rep.  187,)  as  an  authority,  in  support 
of  the  bill  of  costs  as  allowed.  The  section  of  the  Code 
under  consideration  has  been  amended  since  that  adjudication, 
and  it  is  not  in  point. 

By  section  344,  provision  is  made  for  an  appeal  from 
judgments  rendered  in  the  county  court  and  also  from  orders 
entered  in  the  same  court. 

By  this  appeal  from  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment 
and  ordering  a  new  trial,  the  record  of  the  judgment  in  the 
county  court  was  not  brought  into  this  court,  nothing  more 
than  the  bill  of  exceptions  and  the  order  appealed  from  were 
properly  before  this  court. 

The  order  of  this  court  reversing  the  order  of  the  court 
below  left  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  in  full  force 
and  effect.  Judgment  of  affirmance  to  be  entered  in  this 
court  is  unnecessary.  The  memorandum  of  this  court,  en- 
tered by  the  clerk,  indicates,  it  is  true,  that  such  a  judgment 
was  directed  by  this  court,  but  it  is  manifest  that  the  real 
order  intended  was  simply  to  reverse  the  order  appealed  from* 
At  least  that  is  all  this  court  had  power  to  do. 

The  court  did  not  award  costs  in  disposing  of  the  appeal, 
so  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  usual  motion  costs. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  is  reversed  and  a  re-taxation 
ordered,  striking  out  all  costs  on  appeal  to  this  court. 

Ko  costs  awarded  to  the  appellant. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  152 


Luft  agt.  Graham. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  Luft  and  others^  agt  Charles  Graham  and  others. 

Where  it  became  the  daty  of  the  appellant's  attomejs  to  see  that  the  cause  was  restox^ 
ed  to  the  calendar  of  the  general  term,  as  part  of  the  conditiona  apon  which  thej 
were  relieved  from  a  former  defanlt — which  they  did  not  do ;  find  the  reapnpdeni's 
attorney  in  accordance  with  that  order,  finding  it  omitted  from  the  calendar  on 
the  let  day  of  the  October  general  term,  procured  it  to  be  restored,  and  8ome  days 
afterwards  it  was  regularly  called  to  a  judgment  of  affirmance  by  defanlt: 

Held  that  this  action  was  regular,  and  in  consideration  of  this  being  a  second  mo- 
tion by  the  appellants  to  be  relieved,  it  was  proper  that  the  court  look  into  the 
merits  presented  by  the  justice's  retnm. 

Heldf  also,  that  the  testimony  in  the  court  below  warranted  the  jnstice,  notwith- 
standing  the  form  of  the  note,  to  find  that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  appellants 
for  the  facconimodAtion  ot  McKenzie,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  fojr,  the  purpose 
of  enabling  him  to  procure  a  release  of  his  wagon  from  the  plaintiffs'  lien.  Under 
such  circnmstances  their  liability  as  accommodation  indorsers  b  well  established 
by  the  court  of  appeals  in  ifoors  agt.  Orou,  (19  N.  K,  :227.) 

A  Defaut^t  was  taken  at  the  May  general  term,  which 
was  opened  by  consent,  the  case  to  be  restored  to  the  calen- 
dar and  argued  that  term.  The  case  was  so  restored  by  re- 
spondent's attorney  and  appellants,  and  respondent  waited 
during  the  May  term  for  the  appeal  to  be  heard  ;  the  case 
came  within  three  or  four  of  being  reached  when  the  gen- 
eral term  adjourned. 

The  next  general  term,  October,  respondent's  attorney, 
not  finding  the  case  upon  the  calendar,  calls  the  attention  of 
tlie  clerk  to  the  fact,  who  discovers  his  mistake  and  places 
the  appeal  upon  the  calendar  No.  147c.  This  is  done  after 
the  calendar  of  the  general  term  is  called  through,  appel- 
lants' attorney  being  present,  and  not  hearing  the  case 
culled,  concludes  it  is  not  upon  the  calendar  and  goes  away. 
Several  days  afterwards  the  appeiU  was  reached,  and  upon 
the  reiusal  of  th^  judges  to  postpone  so  that  appellants  could 
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be  notified,  i)r  that  the  cause  go  over  the  term,  a  second  de- 
fault was  taken  and  judgment  entered,  which  appellants 
moved  to  vacate  for  irregularity,  upon  the  grounds  that  the 
case  was  not  on  the  calendar  for  said  term  on  the  first  day  of 
the  term ;  that  said  cause  was  not  regularly  placed  on  the 
calendar  for  said  term,  no  consent  having  been  obtained,  and 
no  notice  of  motion  to  place  said  cause  on  the  calendar  hav- 
ing been  given,  and  no  motion  to  place  said  cause  on  the 
calendar  for  said  term  having  been  made. 

John   L.    and   Williah   Lindslet^  for   defendants, 
appellants. 
Geobge  F.  IjA:sQBEns(f  for  plaintiffs,  respondents,  cited: 

Section  364  of  the  Code  of  Proceedure,  and  contended  that 
even  if  the  default  should  be  opened  as  a  matter  of  justice, 
there  were  no  merits  in  the  appeal,  which  a  glance  at  the 
return  of  the  justice  would  show,  and  cited  Moore  agt.  Cross, 
(19  JV:  r.,  227.) 

Robinson,  J. — ^It  was  the  duty  of  the  appellants  to  see 
that  the  cause  was  restored  to  the  calendar  of  the  general 
term  as  part  of  the  conditions  upon  which  they  were  re- 
lieved  from  a  former  default.  This  they  neglected  to  do, 
and  respondents'  attorney,  in  accordance  with  that  order, 
finding  it  omitted  on  the  first  day  of  the  October  general 
term,  procured  it  to  be  so  restored,  and  some  days  afterwards 
it  was  regularly  called  to  a  judgment  of  affi nuance  by  de- 
fault 

I  regard  this  action  as  regular,  and  in  consideration  of  this 
being  a  second  motion  to  be  relieved,  regard  it  but  proper  to 
look  into  the  merits  presented  by  the  justice's  return. 

The  note  upon  which  a  recovery  was  had  was  given  by 
the  defendant,  McKenzie,  to  plaintiff  for  repairs  they  had 
done  to  his  wagon,  and  on  their  refusal  to  surrender  their 
lien  on  it  except  upon  the  security  of  a  good  indorsen 
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Upon  this  consideration  the  note  in  suit  was  given  by  Mc- 
Kenzie  with  the  indorsement  of  the  appellants,  a  credit  of 
two  months  being  allowed.  Instead  of  note  being  drawn  to 
the  order  of  the  appellants,  it  was  in  tegiis  made  payable  to 
the  order  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  testimony  warren  ted  the 
justice,  notwithstanding  the  form  of  the  note,  to  find  that 
the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  appellants  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  McKenzie,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
procure  a  release  of  his  wagon  from  the  lien.  The  appel- 
lants, though  seeking  to  avail  themselves  of  a  legal  cavil 
that  their  names  would  appear  as  second  indorsers,  and  their 
private  intention  was  to  make  an  indorsement  to  strengthen 
the  note,  do  not  deny  their  knowledge  of  the  object  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  nor  do  they  pretend  they  com- 
municated to  plaintiffs  any  intention  to  limit  their  responsi- 
bility as  accommodation  indorsers  for  McKenzie,  with  the 
sole  view  of  obtaining,  on  the  indorsement,  a  release  of  the 
property  from  respondents'  lien. 

Under  such  circumstances  their  liability  is  well  estab- 
lished by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Moore  agt.  Cross j  (19  ^. 
r.,  227.) 

Their  appeal  is  without  merits,  and  this  application  to  be 
again  relieved  from  a  fault  must  be  denied  with  $10  costs. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  Rudolphy  agt.  Peter  Fdchs  et  al 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  n^arHgentlj  allowmg  a  croton  water  pipe,  by  bnrsting, 
or  otherwise,  to  wet  and  do  damage  to  goods  and  bailding  sitaaled  in  the  third 
story  of  a  store  occupied  by  the  defeudent,  the  plaintiff  at  the  aame  time  occupy* 
ing  the  first  floor  and  basement. 

And  it  appearing  from  the  evidence,  which  was  snbmitted  to  the  jury,  and  npon 
which  they  fonnd  a  verdict  for  the  plaiuAff,  that  in  respect  to  the  question  of 
negligence  that  the  plaintiff  was  quite  as  much  the  producing  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent in  not  having  shot  off  the  water  in  his  basement  when  the  store  was  locked 
ap  and  left  for  the  night,  as  the  defendants  were  by  having  a  pnmp  in  the  third 
story — the  packing  of  the  piston  rod  of  which  was  so  worn  as  to  admit  the  croton 
to  pass  np  through  it,  a  fact  of  whicii  they  may  have  been  and  probably  were 
entirely  ignorant,  or  in  other  words,  that  the  plaintiff's  negligence  in  this  aspect 
of  the  CHse  is  as  great  in  degree  as  that  of  the  defendants. 

It  seems,  from  the  evidence,  to  be  a  case  presenting  the  question  of  co-operative, 
mutnal,  or  coutribntive  negligence,  which  question  the  courts  are  usually  exceed- 
ingly indisposed  to  take  away  from  the  jury,  but  when  it  is  clearly  defined  and 
as  palpable  as  it  is  in  this  case,  it  is  a  pure  question  of  lawj  and  no  verdict  of  a 
jury  can  make  it  otherwise. 

October  Term^  1872. 

Daly,  C.  J. — ^The  jury  was  properly  instructed  in  respect 
to  the  law,  and  it  was  for  them  to  determine  how  the  injury 
arose.  They  were  warranted  by  the  defendants  evidence,  in 
finding  that  the  pump  on  the  third  story  was  out  of  order. 
The  defendants  witness,  an  expert,  the  plumber,  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the  water  came  through  the  packing  box  of  the 
pump.  He  testified  that  each  pump  upon  the  top  has  a  pis- 
ton rod,  and  that  the  packing  is  made  of  tallow  and  cotton, 
that  sometimes  the  packing  gets  worn  out,  and  that  the  croton 
water,  where  that  is  the  case,  wiU  force  itself  out  at  night, 
as  at  night  it  would  rise  to  the  third  stoYy.  He  was  not 
asked  by  either  party  if  he  found  the  packing  of  the  piston 
od  worn  out,  or  if  he  had,  in  fact,  examined  it. 
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The  presumption,  however,  is  that  he  did  it,  as  he  express- 
ed, that  the  leak,  or  more  properly  overfl«»w,  must  have  been 
from  the  packing  box,  and  that  it  was  in  that  state  is  further 
indicated  by  the  fact  tha£  the  defendant's  servants  were  un- 
able to  pump  up  any  water  for  use  in  the  third  story  and 
had  to  carry  it  up  in  pails.  It  may  have  been  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  to  have  a  pump  in  this  defective 
state,  through  which  the  water  would  rise  at  night,  the  pres- 
sure at  that  period  being  much  greater  than  during  tlie  day, 
when  the  water  is  drawn  off  for  use  in  all  quarters  of  the 
city.  This  was  probably  the  way  in  which  the  accident  oc- 
curred, as  the  water  was  found  in  the  morning  in  the 
third,  second  and. first  stories,  and  in  that  part  of  the  build- 
ing in  which  it  would  be  if,  as  indicated,  it  flowed  up 
through  and  over  the  packing  box  of  the  pump.  The  pump 
was  connected  by  a  pipe,  with  a  tank  in  another  part  of  the 
floor  where  water  was  kept  to  supply  water  closets  and  wash 
basins  on  the  third  and  second  floors,  but  the  plumber  found 
no  indication  there  of  a  leak  in  the  pipes  or  the  tank,  or  of 
any  overflow  out  of  or  through  the  wash  basin  or  closet,  and 
there  was  no  proof  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  contradict  the 
statement  of  the  plumber,  that  he  found  the  plumbing  work 
all  in  good  order ;  that  he  had  no  occasion  to  make  any  re- 
pairs or  to  do  any  work  except  to  disconnect  the  pipes,  and 
blow  through  them  to  ascertain  if  any  of  them  leaked,  or 
his  further  statement  that  the  place  around  the  pump  was 
wet  and  that  there  was  no  water  in  that  part  where  the 
tank,  the  wash  basins  and  the  water  closets  were  placed. 
The  plaintiff^'s  porter  testified  that  he  shut  off  the  water  at 
the  main  pipe  in  the  basement  before  leaving  the  store  the 
previous  evening,  that  he  did  not  do  it  every  evening ;  but 
he  generally  did  and  was  sure  that  he  did  so  that  night.  If 
he  did,  the  accident  could  not  have  occured,  as  the  plumber 
conjectured  by  the  water  rising  in  the  building  during  the 
night  and  passing  through  and  out  of  the  pump  at  the  pack- 
ing box,  and  then  the  plaintiff^'s  case  would  fail  altogether,  as 
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it  would  do,  without  any  proof  as  to  how  the  accident  origin- 
ated, except  some  evidence,  to  which  I  shall  hereafter  refer, 
or  any  evidence  to  show  how  the  water  came  to  flow  over 
the  floor  of  the  third  story,  and  in  f  greater  degree  over  the 
second  floor  and  down  into  the  plaintiffs  store,  producing  the 
damage,  to  recover  for  which  he  sued  the  defendants. 

In  actions  of  this  nature,  the  onus  is  throughout  for  the 
plaintiff  to  establish  that  the  injury  arose  from  the  defendant's 
negligence.  See  this  question  carefully  examined  in  an  arti- 
cle in  the  American  Law  Review  for  January,  1871,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited,  and  if  the  case  is  to  rest  upon  the 
statement  of  the  porter,  then  it  is  a  case  of  loss  and  damage 
by  croton  water,  without  t^nj  proof  of  what  was  the  cause  of 
it,  except  the  evidence  to  which  I  shall  hereafter  refer. 

But  this  is  always  more  or  less  a  suspicious  and  weak  kind 
of  evidence,  as  subordinates  are  rarely  willing  to  admit  the 
injuries  for  which  the  employer  is  responsible  occured  by 
their  negligence,  especially  in  respect  to  matter  resting  more 
particurlarly  within  their  own  knowledge,  and  upon  which 
it  is  generally  difficult  and  may  be  impossible  to  contradict 
them  directly.  But  the  probability  or  truth  of  their  state- 
ment, no  matter  how  positively  it  is  sworn  to,  may  always 
be  weighed  by  the  jury  in  connection  with  the  general  facts 
of  the  case,  or  tested  by  the  impression  which  the  whole  of 
the  evidence  makes  upon  them,  when  it  is  all  before  them. 
Thus  in  the  present  case,  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  of  the 
truth  of  the  statement  of  the  plumber,  they  would  be  war- 
ranted in  drawing  the  conclusions  that  the  water  was  not 
shut  ofi*  that  night,  and  that  the  porter  was  either  mistaken 
or  had  stated  what  he  knew  to  be  untrue.  He  admited  that 
he  did  not  shut  it  off  every  evening,  but  that  he  did  so  gen- 
erally, and  was  sure  that  he  did  so  that  night,  which  may 
after  all  have  been  his  impression  and  honest  belief,  when  in 
reality  the  fact  was  not  so.  If  we  could  assume  that  the 
jury  found  the  fact  to  be  as  he  stated  it,  then  the  verdict 
which  they  gave  against  the  defendants  would  be  erroneous, 


158  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Badolphy  agt.  Fochs. 

for  it  would  divest  the  case  of  any  explanation  of  the  origin 
of  the  accident,  except  as  I  shall  hereafter  state,  or  of  any 
evidence  that  it  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defen- 
dants or  their  subordinate.  But  it  we  assume  as  we  mi  ht 
do  in  support  of  their  verdict,  that  they  found  that  it  was 
produced  by  the  water  rising  up  in  the  night  and  running 
out  through  the  pump,  and  that  it  was  an  act  of  negligence 
for  the  defendant  to  have  a  pump  in  so  defective  a  state 
that  the  water  rising  at  night  would  pass  through  it  and 
flow  the  floor,  that  would  not  relieve  the  difficulty  that 
exists  in  this  cajse,  for  then  the  question  arises  whether  it 
was  not  co-operative  or  contributive  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff*,  not  to  have  had  the  water  shut  off*  that  night 
in  the  basement,  as  th^t  was  his  general  practice  or  that  of 
his  porter.  The  plaintiff*  occupied  the  first  floor  or  store, 
and  the  basement,  and  if,  as  the  porter  testified,  he  generally 
shut  off'the  water  before  leaving  at  night,  there  must  have  been 
some  reason  for  so  general  a  practice.  The  plaintiff*  testified 
that  he  directed  the  porter  to  do  this,  and  either  he  or  the 
porter  must  have  adopted  it  from  a  sense  of  its  propriety  or 
necessity,  and  if  the  accident  occurred  in  the  way  which  the 
plumber  supposed,  there  was  a  necessity  for  this  practice, 
as  the  defendants  had  a  pump  in  the  third  story  to  enable 
them  to  keep  water  in  the  tank  for  the  supply  of  water- 
closet  and  wash-basin  upon  that  and  the  second  story,  an 
arrangement  rendered  necessary  by  the  fact  which  was 
proved  in  the  case  that  the  water  of  the  croton  did  not  as- 
cend as  high  as  these  stories  throughout  the  day,  and  hence 
the  necessity  of  having  a  tank  in  the  third  story  filled  with 
water  that  the  defendants  might  use  during  the  day  in  the 
water-closets  and  wash-basins,  which  had  been  placed  in 
the  second  and  third  stories.  A  pump  was  a  necessary  part 
of  the  arrangement,  and  .as  the  packing  in  the  piston-rod 
of  a  pump  is  liable  to  get  worn,  it  was  necessary  to  avert 
the  possibility  of  an  accident  from  this  cause  at  night,  wh^n 
the  store  was  closed  and  the  inmates  had  left,  and  of  its  pro- 
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ducing  serious  damage,  that  the  water  should  be  shut  off 
when  the  store  was  locked  up. 

Whether  the  porter  generally  did  this  by  the  plaintifls'  di- 
rection^  or  as  the  result  of  his  own^  observation,  is  immate- 
rial, as  in  either  event  it  was  a  precautionary  measure,  for 
there  was  no  occasion  for  shutting  off  the  water  at  the  main 
pipe  in  the  basement  generally  every  night,  unless  something 
was  apprehended  by  leaving  it  open.  He  says  that  he  did  it 
generally,  but  not  every  evening  5  that  by  doing  it  generally 
he  regarded  it  as  embraced  within  his  duties,  and  yet  dis- 
charged this  part  of  them  so  negligently  that  he  occasionally 
omitted  doing  it  If  the  accident  occurred  from  this  cause, 
then  it  would  never  have  happened  if  the  porter  had  done 
that  evening  what  he  was  generally  in  the  habit  of  doing, 
and  it  follows  from  this  in  respect  to  the  question  of  negli- 
gence, that  the  plaintiff  was  quite  as  much  the  producing 
cause  of  the  accident,  in  not  having  shut  off  the  water  in 
his  basement  when  the  store  was  locked  up  and  lefl  for  the 
night,  as  the  defendants  were  J)y  having  a  pump  in  the  third 
story,  the  packing  of  the  piston  of  which  was  so  worn  as  to 
admit  the  croton  water  to  pass  up  through  it,  a  fact  of  which 
they  may  have  been,  and  probably  were,  entirely  ignorant,  or 
in  other  words,  that  the  plaintiff's  negligence  in  this  aspect 
of  the  case  is  as  great  in  degree  as  that  of  the  defendants. 

In  whichever  of  these  two  points  of  view,  therefore,  the 
case  is  looked  at,  thfe  same  result  must  follow.  If  the  water 
was  shut  off  from  the  basement  that  night,  then  there  is 
nothing  in  the  case  except  the  evidence  to  be  referred  to,  to 
show  how  the  accident  originated,  or  to  prove  that  it  arose 
from  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendants ;  whilst  on  the 
other  hand,  if  it  were  not  shut  off,  and  the  accident  hap- 
pened by  the  water  rising  up  and  flowing  out  of  the  box  of 
the  pump,  then  it  was  co-operating,  mutual,  or  contributive 
negligence  on  the  plaintiff's  part,  to  omit  that  what  he  or  his 
porter  had  been  generally  in  the  habit  of  doing. 

Courts  are  usually  exceedingly  indisposed  to  take  away 
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the  question  of  co-operative  or  mutual  negligence  from  the 
jury,  but  when  it  is  clearly  defined  and  as  palpable  as  it  is  in 
this  case,  it  is  a  pure  question  of  law^  and  no  verdict  of  a 
jury  can  make  it  otherwise. 

I  come  now  to  the  evidence  to  which  I  have  referred. 
One  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  testifies  that  he  saw  the  wa- 
ter coming  from  a  pipe  on  the  second  floor ;  that  the  pipe 
bad  burst  and  that  the  water  was  coming  from  the  pipe, 
which  was  a  small  one,  near  a  stop  cock. 

It  is  remarkable  that  none  of  the  other  of  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses  saw  this.  The  plaintiff  himself  was  evidently  un- 
der the  impression  that  the  pump  was  the  cause  of  the  in- 
jury. He  was  not  sure  whether  it,  the  pump  was  in  the  second 
or  the  third  story,  but  the  fact  that  it  was  in  the  third  story 
was  distinctly  proved  by  the  defendants,  as  also  the  fact  that 
there  was  water  on  the  floor  of  the  third  story,  and  that  it 
was  not  around  the  pump.  These  facts  were  not  contro- 
verted, and  if  this  witness  saw  water  flowing  from  a  pipe 
that  had  burst  in  the  second  st^ry,  no  explanation  was  given 
of  the  circumstances  that  the  third  storv  was  wet  as  well  as 
the  second.  But  even  if  this  witness  saw  what  he  said  he 
did,  that  the  water  was  flowing  from  a  pipe  that  had  burst 
in  the  second  story,  that  would  not  suffice  to  show  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  defendants,  unless  the  bursting  of  the 
pipe  was  from  some  defect  in  it  for  which  the  defendants 
were  answerable,  or  through  some  neglect  on  their  part 
which  caused  it  to  burst.  It  was  in  winter,  in  the  month 
of  January,  and  lead  pipes  burst  from  many  causes — the 
knawing  of  rats,  the  state  of  the  weather,  &c.,  or  other 
causes,  for  which  the  proprietor  or  occupants  of  buildings 
are  not  answerable.  If  the  finding  of  the  jury,  therefore, 
rests  upon  the  statement  of  this  witness,  it  could  not  be  sup- 
ported without  some  additional  evidence  showing  that  it  was 
through  the  defendants'  negligence  that  this  pipe  burst,  and 
there  is  no  such  evidence.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed;  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Hathawat  agt.  Wabbek. 

A  covniyjudi;e  has  power  under  the  Code,  to  continue  on  the  retnm  of  an  order  to 
•how  caose,  <m  injunction  order  made  by  himself  ex  parte  iu  an  action  in  the  an- 
preme  coart. 

{This  is  adverse  to  Middletown  agt  Rondou.t^  Sc,,  S,  B.  Co.  at  special  termf  43  Mow., 
144,  affirmed  at  general  term,  43  Eow.,  481.) 

Monroe  Special  Term^  Septj  1872. 

Jahes  C.  Smith,  J. — ^This  is  ti  motion  to  vacate  an  order 
made  by  the  special  county  judge  of  Monroe,  continuing  an 
injunction  order  made  by  the  same  judge,  ex  parte.  The  ex 
parte  order  contained  a  clause  requiring  the  defendant  to 
show  cause,  before  the  judge  who  granted  the  order,  at  a 
specified  time  within  ten  days,  why  the  same  should  not  be 
continued.  At  the  time  fixed,  both  parties  appeared  before 
the  judge  and  argued  the  motion,  and  thereupon  he  made 
the  order  which  is  now  sought  to  be  set  aside. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  contends  that  the  order  con- 
tinuing the  injunction  is  void  for  the  reason  that  a  county 
judge  has  no  power  to  make  an  injunction  order,  on  notice, 
^n  an  action  in  this  court.  In  support  of  his  position,  he 
cites  the  case  of  Middletown  agt.  Bondout  and  Oswego  R.  K 
Company^  decided  at  the  Albany  special  term,  in  February 
last  (43  How.^  144),  and  recently  affirmed  at  general  term 
in  the  third  department.  {Id.  481).  In  that  case,  the  court, 
at  general  term,  in  their  published  opinion,  do  not  discuss  the 
question  now  in  hand.  They  cite  the  case  of  Parmenter  agt. 
Hoth  (9  Abb.y  N.  S.,  392),  Eogers  agt  McElhone  (20  How.^ 

441),  and  Merritt  agt.  Slocum  (3  How.^  309),  and  evidently 
Voii.  XLIV.  11 
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rest  their  decision  upon  them,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  present 
question.  Neither  of  those  cases  relates  to  an  injunction 
order.  The  point  decided  by  them  iS;  that  under  section 
403  of  the  codcy  a  county  judge  has  not  power  to  make  an 
order,  on  notice,  in  an  action  in  the  supreme  court.  But 
those  decisions  were  obviously  intended  to  be  understood  as 
having  no  application  to  cases  where  the  code  has  expressly 
provided  otherwise.  By  the  express  terms  of  section  403, 
the  powers  it  confers,  to  wit,  the  powers  of  a  judge  of  the 
supreme  court  at  chambers,  are  ^^  in  addition  "  to  the  powers 
conferred  by  the  code  upon  a  county  judge,  in  an  action  in 
the  supreme  court.  The  section  does  not  take  away  or  limit 
any  power  specially  conferred  by  other  sections,  but  gives  a 
general  power  in  addition  to  those  specially  conferred.  The 
question  of  the  extent  of  the  power  given  by  the  separate 
chapter  of  the  code  relating  to  injunctions  was  not  presented 
in  either  of  those  cases,  and  was  not  considered.  That  being 
the  ^ase,  the  general  term  decision  above  refened  to,  having 
been  made  by  a  divided  court,  can  hardly  be  considered  a 
controlling  authority  upon  the  question.  The  able  judge 
who  decided  the  Middletown  case  at  special  term,  discussed 
very  fully  the  question  now  before  me,  but  I  am  unable  to 
concur  in  his  views. 

Sections  218  to  226  of  the  code,  constituting  a  separate 
chapter,  relate  exclusively  to  injunctions,  and  establish  cer- 
tain rules  by  which  the  granting  of  them  is  governed.  Sec- 
tion 218  abolishes  the  writ  of  injunction,  as  a  provisional 
remedy,  and  substitutes  for  it  an  injunction  by  order,  and  it 
confers  power  to  make  the  order  upon  three  distinct  tribun- 
als or  authorities,  namely,  the  court  in  which  the  action  is 
brought,  a  judge  thereof,  and  a  county  judge.  The  like 
power  is  conferred  on  each  of  the  three  authorities ;  that  is 
to  say,  the  power  of  a  county  judge  to  grant  an  injunction 
order,  is,  (within  his  county),  co-ordinate  and  co-extensive 
with  that  of  a  justice  of  this  court,  and  that  of  the  court 
itself.     And  by  the  act  creating  the  office  of  special  county 
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judge  in  Monroe,  that  officer  has  all  the  powers  of  a  county 
judge  at  chambers  {Laws  1864,  Ch.  .368,  p.  860). 

The  succeeding  sections  relate  to  the  extent  of  the  power 
and  regulate  the  exercise  of  it  Section  219  describes  the 
cases  in  which  an  injunction  order  may  be  made.  By  sec- 
tion 220,  it  may  be  granted  at  the  time  of  commencing  the 
action,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  before  judgment.  This 
section  and  218  indicate  that  the  chapter  relates  to  prelimin- 
ary or  temporary  injunctions,  and  not  to  those  which  are 
final  or  cotemporaneous  with  the  judgment.  And  so  it  has 
been  held  (3  Code  jB.,  165  ;  6  How.^  188  ;  4  Sand/.,  374 ;  4 
Duer,  200).  As  the  like  power  is  given  to  each  of  the  three 
authorities  it  necessarily  follows,  that  each  has  power  to 
grant  an  injunction  order  at  any  time,  from  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  to  the  perfecting  of  judgment,  and  which 
may  operate  till  judgment,  except  as  otherwise  specially 
provided  in  subsequent  sections.  Section  231  limits  the  gen- 
eral power  previously  granted,  by  providing  that  an  injunc- 
tion shall  not  be  allowed,  after  the  defendant  shall  have  an- 
swered, unless  upon  notice,  or  upon  an  order  to  show  cause ; 
but  in  such  caise  the  defendant  may  be  restrained  until  the 
decision  of  the  court  or  judge,  granting  or  refusing  the  in- 
junction. Section  222  provides  that  where  no  provision  is 
made  by  statute  as  to  security  upon  an  injunction,  the  court 
or  judge  shall  require  a  written  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  Section  223  is  in  these  words :  "  If  the  court 
or  judge  deem  it  proper  that  the  defendant  or  any  of  several 
defendants,  should  be  heard  before  granting  the  injunction, 
an  order  may  be  made  requiring  cause  to  be  shown  at  a  spe- 
cified time  and  place,  why  the  injunction  should  not  be 
granted ;  and  the  defendant  may,  in  the  meantime,  be  re- 
strained,'' 

I  cannot  doubt  that  these  three  sections  apply  to  each  of 
the  authorities  named  in  section  218,  and  regulate  the  power 
there  conferred.  As  to  one  of  them,  to  wit :  section  222,  which 
requires  an  undertaking,  there  is  no  question  whatever.    It 
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applies  to  every  court  and  to  every  judge  having  power  to 
grant  an  injunction  order.  The  words,  by  force  of  which  it 
has  that  application,  are  these :  "  the  court  w  jxudgeP  Pre- 
cisely the  same  words  are  used  in  sections  220  and  22 J,  the 
^  latter  of  which  provides  for  notice  of  an  application  for  in- 
junction after  answer,  and  in  section  223,  which  provides  for 
an  order  to  show  cause,  in  the  discretion  of  "  the  court  or 
judge,^  whether  before  or  after  answer.  What  reason  is 
there  for  saying  that  the  words  *nhe  court  or  judge,"  in 
sections  221  and  223,  do  not  include  a  county  judge,  and  that 
the  same  words  in  section  222  do  include  a  county  judge. 

If  sections  221  and  223  veere  intended  to  refer  exclusively 
to  a  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  it  was 
easy  for  the  legislature  to  say  so,  in  unmistakeable  terms,  as 
they  did  say  in  section  224,  which  provides  that  an  injunc- 
tion to  suspend  the  general  and  ordinary  business  of  a  corpo- 
ration, shall  not  be  granted,  except  by  the  court,  that  is,  the 
court  in  which  the  action  is  pending,  or  a  judge  thereof.  The 
language  there  used  shows  clearly,  that  in  the  particular 
class  of  cases  provided  for  in  that  section,  a  county  judge- 
cannot  grant  an  injunction  order,  except  in  an  action  in  his 
own  court.  This  limitation  of  the  word  "judge/'  in  a  single 
instance,  indicates  the  intention  to  include  both  classes  of 
judges  mentioned  in  section  218,  whenever  the  word  is  used 
in  the  same  chapter  without  terms  of  limitation  or  exclusion. 

The  above  construction  derives  support  from  section  22oy 
which  provides  that  if  the  injunction  be  granted  by  a  judge 
of  the  court,  or  by  a  county  judge,  without  notice,  the  de- 
fendant, at  any  time  before  the  trial,  may  apply  upon  notice, 
to  a  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  to 
vacate  or  modify  the  same.  This  language  seems  to  imply 
that  a  county  judge,  as  well  as  a  judge  of  the  supreme  court, 
may  grant  an  injunction,  on  notice,  in  an  action  in  this  court. 
Section  226  throws  no  light  on  the  question. 

Looking  beyond  the  words  of  these  sections  to  the  nature 
of  the  remedy  intended  to  be  provided^  the  construction 
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seems  equally  plain*  It  is  essential  to  the  proper  exercise  of 
the  responsible  power  of  granting  injunctions  that  every  court 
or  judge  in  whom  it  is  vested,  should  have  power,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, at  least,  to  hear  both  sides,  before  granting  an  injunc- 
tion which  may  operate  pendente  lite.  Precisely  that  discre- 
tionary power  is  conferred  by  section  223.  So  long  as  county 
judges,  in  common  with  justices  of  this  court,  are  vested  with 
power  to  grant  injunctions,  no  reason  is  perceived,  why  they 
should  not  be  permitted,  as  well  as  justices  of  this  court,  to 
hear  what  is  to  be  said  against  the  application,  before  decid- 
ing it  The  mischiefs  resulting  from  an  abuse  of  the  power 
to  gmnt  injunctions  exparte^  led  to.  the  adoption  of  rule  94, 
by  which  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary  power  given  by 
section  223  is  made  imperative,  in  all  cases. 

The  adoption  of  rule  94  furnishes  an  additional  argument 
in  favor  of  the  construction  above  stated.  If  a  county  judge 
has  not  power  to  grant  an  injunction,  in  an  action  in  this 
court,  on  notice,  or  on  the  return  of  an  order  to  show  cause, 
as  provided  in  sections  22 1  and  223,  the  enforcement  of  that 
rule  will  lead  to  more  inconsistent  results. 

Under  rule  94^  every  ex  parte  injunction  order  must  con- 
tain an  order  to  show  cause.  But  rule  46  provides  that  an 
order  to  show  cause  shall  be  returnable  only  before  the  judge 
who  grants  it,  or  at  a  special  term  appointed  to  be  held  in 
the  district  in  which  such  judge  resides.  Under  that  rule, 
as  was  remarked  by  Justice  E.  D.  Smith,  in  his  well  con- 
sidered opinion  in  Harold  agt.  Hefferman  (42  How.^  241), 
it  has  uniformly  been  held,  that  a  county  judge  cannot  make 
an  order  returnable  in  the  supreme  court.  It  follows  that  if 
he  has  not  power  to  entertain  a  motion  for  an  injunction  on 
the  return  of  an  order  to  show  cause  made  by  himself,  the 
new  rule,  94,  takes  away  from  him  a  power  clearly  conferred 
by  section  218,  namely,  the  power  to  grant  an  ex  parte  in- 
junction order,  in  an  action  in  this  court.  But  the  rule  was 
not  intended  to  abrogate  a  jurisdiction  given  by  the  code. 
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and  could  not  have  that  effect,  if  it  was  intended.     The  rules 
of  court  .niust  be  consistent  with  the  code  (  ^470). 

These  inconsistent  results  would  follow  from  the  construc- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  code  respecting  injunctions  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  The  better  view  of 
the  matter  is,  that  county  judges  have  now,  as  they  have 
always  had,  under  the  code,  a  co-ordinate  power  with  jus- 
tices of  this  court  to  grant  injunctions ;  that  rule  94  applies 
to  both  classes  of  judges  and  regulates  their  powers,  but  does 
not  abrogate  them ;  and  that  by  its  operation,  the  only  effect 
of  an  ex  parte  injunction  order,  whether  granted  by  a  justice 
of  this  court  or  by  a  county  judge,  is  to  bring  in  the  defen- 
dant to  oppjse  amotion  for  an  injunction,  and/ to  restrain  him 
in  the  mean  time.  Thus  applied,  the  rule  is  a  more  salutary 
one,  it  is  not  incongruous  or  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  the  code,  and  it  leaves  the  powers  of  county  judges  the 
same  as  they  were  before  its  adoption,  except  as  it  Las  regu- 
lated the  practice  in  all  cases. 

If  I  apprehend  correctly  the  facts  in  the  Middletown  case, 
that  portion  ot  the  opinion  of  Justice  Learned,  wiiich  is  at 
variance  with  the  views  above  expressed,  was  not  material 
to  tlie  decision.  That  was  a  motion  to  vacate  an  injunction 
order  made  ex  parte,  and  not  on  notice.  The  clause  in  the 
order  requiring  the  defendant  to  show  cause,  as  provided  by 
rule  94,  was  not  acted  upon,  the  parties  not  having  appeared 
under  it.  The  motion  was  therefore  properly  disposed  of, 
on  the  ground  that  the  ad  interim  injunction  order,  not  hav- 
ing been  continued,  had  ceased  to  operate.  That  is,  J  think, 
the  real  point  of  the  decision  (Op.  of  Learned,  J.,  149  to 
152),  and  in  it,  I  fully  concur. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  special  county  judge  had  power 
to  make  the  order  now  sought  to  be  vacated. 

The  defendants  counsel  contends  further,  that  the  order 
should  be  set  aside,  because,  on  the  merits,  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction.  I  am  of  opyiion  that  point 
also  is  not  well  taken,  but  I  do  not  intend  to  decide  it,  as  I 
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think  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  on  that  ground  cannot 
be  entertained  here.  The  present  motion  is  made  upon  pre- 
cisely the  same  facts  as  those  upon  which  the  special  county 
judge  made  the  order  continuing  the  injunction.  *  In  such 
circumstances  a  justice  of  this  court  cannot,  in  or  out  of 
court,  set  aside  an  order  made  on  notice  by  a  judge  having 
jurisdiction  co-ordinate  with  his  own  (FoUett  agt.  Weeds^  3 
How.f  360).  The  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  the  general  term 
{Codej  ^§344,  349).  In  the  Middletown  case,  the  order 
having  been  made  out  of  court,  ex  partcy  the  special  term 
properly  entertained  a  motion,  on  notice,  to  vacate  it  {Code^ 
^^225,  324).  .  The  present  motion  might  be  heard  if  the  facts 
presented  were  materially  different  from  those  which  the 
coimty  judge  had  before  him,  but  that  .not  being  the  case, 
the  motion  is  dismissed,  with  costs.  This,  however,  is  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  defendant's  right  of  appeaL 

Note. — Justices  E.  D.  Smiih  and  Dwight  are  understood 
to  concur  in  tbat  portion  of  the  foregoing  opinion  which  re- 
lates to  the  power  of  county  justices  to  grant  injunction  orders, 
or  to  coucinue  them^  ou  the  return  of  an  order  U)  show  cause. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

HEimT  W.  Eabt  et  al^  appellants^  agt  Geoboe  Hoffhak, 

respondent. 

Where  a  hroher,  employed  to  lell  real  eftate,  proonres  a  party  willing  to  porebaa* 
on  the  owner*!  terms,  and  the  owner  refuses  to  convey  to  the  party  so  procored» 
the  law  will  presume  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  persoa 
80  procured  was  solvent  and  pecuniarily  able  to  perform  the  contract  he  offered  ta 
make.  Solvency,  not  insolvenoyy  is  presumed  in  the  absence  of  proof  on  the 
subject 

Submitted  and  decided  Octohery  1870. 

The  plaintiffs  sued,  in  the  New  York  court  of  common  pleas, 
to  recover  brokerage  for  procuring  one  Moses  as  a  purchaser 
for  a  stable  belonging  to  the  defendant,  situate  in  the  city  of 
New  York.  Moses,  a  person  procured  by  the  broker,  offered 
to  purchase  on  the  owner's  terms,  and  the  owner,  on  being 
informed  of  the  fact,  refused  to  convey  on  the  ground  that  a 
month  had  elapsed  since  the  broker's  employment  to  sell, 
and  that  the  owner  had  advanced  his  price  and  had  forgotten 
to  inform  the  broker  of  it.  The  plaintiffs,  thereupon,  brought 
suit. 

The  answer  was  substantially  a  general  denial;  and  on  the 
trial  evidence  was  given  proving  the  broker's  employment, 
the  procuring  of  Moses  as  a  purchaser  on  the  owner's  terms, 
and  the  defendants  refusal  to  convey,  and  the  amount  of 
brokerage  due. 

Whereupon  the  plaintiffs  rested  their  case,  and  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  plaintiQs'  complaint  on 
two  grounds. 

First.  That  there  was  no  contract  in  writing  ever  made 
between  the  owner  and  the  proposed  purchaser;  and 
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Second.  That  the  plaintiffs  had  proved  no  cause  of  action. 
The  court^  thereupon^  dismissed  the  complaint  on  the  second 
ground,  assigning  aa  a  reason  that  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  to 
show  that  Moses,  the  purchaser  procured,  was  pecuniarily 
able  as  well  as  willing  to  perform  the  contract  he  offered  to 
make;  and  the  general  term  of  the  common  pleas^  on  appeal^ 
afiSnned  the  judgment,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  appealed  to 
the  court  of  appeals. 

David  McAdaM;  for  appellants^ 
A.  £L  Reavey,  for  respondent. 

By  the  eourtj  Peckham,  J. — ^From  the  papers  it  is  difficult 
to  discover  the  precise  ground  upon  which  the  court;  at  the 
tnal,  dismissed  this  complaint. 

When  the  plaintiffs  rested  their  case  the  defendant  moved 
to  dismiss:  because  first,  there  was  no  contract  in  writing 
between  the  contracting  purchaser  Moses  and  the  defendant. 
Second,  the  plaintiffs  had  proved  no  cause  of  action. 

On  the  second  ground  the  court  dismissed  the  complaint. 
Thus  the  court  virtually  repudiated  the  first  ground;  but 
upon  some  other  defect  uot  stated  or  alluded  to  on  the  trial, 
the  complaint  was  dismissed.  We  think  the  court  erred  in 
this.  An  employment  of  the  plaintiffs  as  brokers  by  defend- 
ant to  sell  a  piece  of  his  real  estate  at  a  certain  price, 
the  finding  of  a  purchaser  by  the  plaintiffs  at  the  price 
agreed  upon  and  notifying  the  defendant  thereof,  and  of  the 
time  when  and  where  the  purchase  would  be  completed,  all 
appearing  at  the  appointed  time  to  complete  the  purchase, 
and  while  waiting  for  the  defendant  a  letter  is  then  received 
from  him  declining  to  sell  at  the  price  authorized  and  agreed 
upon,  and  advancing  8*2,000  upon  the  previous  price.  For 
this  reason  the  sale  fell  through.  So  far  as  the  case  discloses, 
the  whole  cause  of  the  failure  to  consummate  the  sale  was 
the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  lulfull  the  contract  he  had 
authorized  to  be  made. 
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The  defendant's  counsel  now  insists  that  the  testimony 
at  the  trial  showed  that  the  purchaser  whom  the  plaintiff's 
found,  was  insolvent  and  unable  to  fu611  the  contract,  if  one 
had  been  made,  and  that  upon  that  ground  the  complaint  was 
dismissed.  No  such  point  was  taken  on  the  trial,  nor  was 
there  any  such  proof.  The  proposd  purchaser  was  at  the 
appointed  place,  ready,  as  he  said,  to  carry  out  the  purchase, 
ready  with  the  money,  as  he  siiiJ,  to  make  the  payment 
agreed  upon,  when  the  refusal  from  the  defendant  was  re- 
ceived. Obviously  the  solvency  or  the  insolvency  of  the 
proposed  purchaser  had  nothing  to  do  with  preventing  jthe 
sale.  The  undisputed  testimony  at  the  trial  was  thit  the 
defendant  never  disputed  the  right  of  the  plaintiff's  to  broker- 
age.    He  always  conceded  it. 

The  testimony  was  abundantly  sufficient,  not  only  to  au- 
thorize, but  to  require  a  recovery.  Besides,  as  the  case 
stood,  the  solvency  of  the  proposed  purchaser  was  prima 
facia  established.  Solvency,  not  insolvency,  is  presumed  in 
the  absence  of  proof  on  the  subject,  as  a  promissory  note  is 
presumed  to  be  collectable  in  the  absence  of  prpof  to  the 
contrary  {Ingalls  agt.  Lord,  1  Cow.,  240  j  Potter  agt.  The 
Merchants  Bank  of  Albany,  28   N.  T.,  641). 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to 
abide  the  event. 

All  the  judges  concurring. 
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1 


N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  Cabl  Vogt  a  petitioner  for  a  discharge 
under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  a  warrant  of  the  gov- 
ernor surrendering  him  to  the  Belgian  government. 

^e  law  of  this  State  passed  in  1832.  proriding  that  the  gorernor  mar  in  his  discre* 
tion,  deliver  over  (O  jnsiice  any  person  found  within  the  Stiite  who  shall  be 
charged  with  having  committed  vtithouX  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  StateSt  tiny 
crime  except  treason,  which  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  if  commiUed  therein,  is 
punishable  by  death  or  by  imprisonment  in  the  state's  prison,  is  UHConstitutional 
audvoid 

Tfav  petitioner,  it  appeared  was  in  custody  nnder  a  warrant  issued  by  the  governor 
of  this  Scute,  hi  the  requentof  the  Belgian  minister  committing  him,  for  surrender 
to  ihe  uuihurities  of  that  goveinment,  as  a  person  chMrged  with  having  commit- 
ted mnrder,  arson  and  robbery  in  Belgium.  It  also  appeared  that  he  was  held 
under  a  commiiment  to  answer  an  indictment  for  grand  larceny. 

No  provision  by  treaty  for  the  extradition  of  persons  charged  wiih  crimes,  exists  be. 
tween  the  United  Slates  and  Belgium. 

Eetd,  that  the  warrant  for  the  surrender  of  the  petitioner  to  the  Belgium  authori- 
ties IS  unconsiiiuiionnl  and  void»  and  insufficient  for  his  detention. 

Bat  the  commitment  npon  the  indictment  for  grand  larceny,  being  under  a  statute 
of  the  SiaiOi  for  bringing  stolen  goods  into  tins  State,  his  discharge  was  refused. 

Habeas  Corpus. 

Before  William  E.  Curtis,  Justice. 

By  the  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued,  upon  the 
petition  of  one  Carl  Vogt  to  the  warden  of  the  city  prison, 
it  appears  that  he  is  in  custody  under  a  warrant  issued  by 
the  governor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  at  the  request  of  the 
Belgian  minister,  committing  him  for  surrender  to  the  autho- 
rities of  that  goveniment  as  a  person  charged  with  having 
committed  murder,  arson  and  robbery  in  Belgium.  It  also 
appears  that  he  is  held  under  a  commitment  to  answer  an  in- 
dictment for  grand  larceny.  No  provision  by  treaty  for  the 
extradition  of  persons  charged  with  crimes,  exists  between 
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the  United  States  and  Belgium.  The  questions  arising  as  to 
the  legal  effect  of  the  warrant  of  the  governor,  were  the  only 
ones  presented  to  the  consideration  of  the  court, 

John  H.  Anthon,  for  the  prisoner. 

A.  S.  Sullivan  and  F.  R.  Coudebt,  opposed. 

Wm.  E.  Curtis,  J, — The  State  law  enacted  in  1822,  pro- 
vides that  the  governor  may  in  his  discretion,  deliver  over  to 
justice  any  pereon  found  witliin  the  stiite,  who  shall  be  charged 
with  having  committed,  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
StateSj  any  crime  except  treason,  which  by  the  laws  of  this 
state,  if  committed  therein,  is  punishable  by  death  or  by 
imprisonment  in  the  state's  prison.  (1  iZ.  S.  164).  It  is 
claimed  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  the  povs^er  attempted 
to  be  conferred  by  this  provision  of  the  state  law  on  tlie  gov- 
ernor conflicts  with  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  is  withont  force. and  ^jfTect. 

The  constitution  of  the  United  States  provides  that  "no 
state  shall  enter  into  any  treaty,  dliance  or  confederation"; 
also  that  no  state  shall  without  the  consent  of  congress, 
enter  into  any  agreement  or  contract  with  another  state, 
or  with  a  foreign  power. 

These  constitutional  provisions  have  been  regarded  as  of 
such  force,  that  during  the  half  century  that  has  clasped 
smce  the  passage  of  the  state  law,  I  am  not  aware  that  a 
governor  of  this  state  has  surrendered  under  its  provisions, 
any  person  to  a  foreign  government.  It  has  been  considered 
that  the  national  government  had  exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject,  and  that  the  act  of  the  legislature  was  uncmsti- 
tutional  and  void.  It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the 
framers  of  the  national  constitution  intended  that  a  citizen, 
or  a  person  casually  domiciled  in  a  state,  wh^n  charged  with 
a  crime  in  a  foreign  country,  should  be  liable  without  a  hear- 
ing before  a  judicial  officer,  to  be  surrendered  at  the  discre- 
tion of  one  man  to  any  power,  European  or  Asiatic,  as  a 
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criminal  for  judgment  or  punishment.  It  could  hardly  have 
been  so  left,  intentionally^  that  a  citizen  on  such  a  charge, 
could  be  placed  without  the  protection  of  our  courts  and  ju- 
dicial officers,  and  surrendered  to  the  authorities  of  a  foreign 
country  at  the  will  of  the  governor  of  a  state. 

The  eminent  chancellor  Ejsnt,  and  who,  the  learned  coun- 
sel for  the  Belgian  government  frankly  avows,  is  the  only  au- 
thority he  has  been  able  to  find  bearing  directly  on  the  statute, 
following  the  views  of  Grotius,  Vattel  and  other  distinguished 
public  jurists,  as  to  what  comity  between  states  and  nations 
requires,  fully  sustains  the  justice,  wisdom  and  constitution- 
ality of  the  statute.  {Kenfs  Cotn.^  vol.  1,  37,  38  and  note.) 
But  our  ancestors  centuries  ago,  strangers  to  the  refinements 
of  the  civil  law,  sturdily  wrung  from  the  crown,  the  provi- 
sion in  the  great  charter  ^^  that  no  freeman  shall  be  impris- 
oned, unless  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers,  or  by  the  law  of 
the  land."  This  provision  is  still  guaranteed  to  us  by  the  na- 
tional and  state  constitutions.  In  the  light  of  these  events, 
and  in  a  freer  atmosphere,  the  common  law  jurists  in  distinc- 
tion from  those  of  the  civil  law,  have  treated  the  right  of 
personal  liberty  as  a  right  to  be  most  sacredly  guarded.  It 
should  be  jealously  watched  and  never  encroached  upon  by 
either  nation  or  state. 

The  constitution  of  the  United  States  regarded  the  sub- 
stance of  things  and  dot  forms,  and  it  is  difficult  to  find  in 
that  brief  instrument  a  superfluous  word,  or  one  without  a 
distinct  meaning.    When  it  declares  that  no  state  shall  with- 
out the  consent  of  congress  enter  into  agreement  or  compact 
with  a  foreign  power,  it  prohibits  any  arrangement  by  which 
at  the  request  of  a  foreign  power,  a  state  can  deliver  up  a 
person  charged  with  a  crime  to  such  foreign  power.     The 
request  of  the  minister,  is  the  request  of  the  foreign  power 
he  represents,  and  the  acceding  to  it  on  the  part  of  the  state, 
acting  through  its  agent  the  governor,  constitutes  an  agree- 
ment between  the  state  and  the  foreign  power,  precisely 
such  as  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  prohibits  by 
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the  use  of  the  words  "agreement  or  compact*'  thereby 
meaning  any  arrangement  between  the  two  not  embraced  by 
the  terms  "treaty,  alliance  or  confederation"  previously 
therein  forbidden. 

The  existence  of  such  a  power  by  a  state  is  also  inconsis^ 
tent,  and  at  variance  with  the  powers  conferred  on  the  fe- 
deral government  It  would  prejudice  the  treaty  making 
power  and  the  power  to  entertain  diplomatic  relations  solely 
conferred  upon  the  latter.  There  could  be  no  useful  con- 
current exercise  of  these  powers,  but  on  the  contrary  when 
the  individual  states  entertain  the  requests  and  enter  into  ar- 
rangements with  the  ministers  of  foreign  powers,  a  laba- 
rynth  of  confusion  and  disasters  is  opened.  It  was  doubtless 
to  avoid  this,  that  all  relations  between  the  several  states  and 
foreign  governments,  were  so  carefully  watched  and  restricted 
by  the  constitution  at  the  very  formation  of  the  government. 

While  thfere  may  be  times  when  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power  by  the  various  states  would  lead  to  great  acts  of  indi- 
vidual oppressions,  especially  during  periods  of  political  com- 
motions and  changes  in  Europe,  there  would  necessarily  arise, 
growing  out  of  them,  many  difficult  and  embarrassing  ques- 
tions affecting  the  powers  conferred  on  the  general  govern- 
ment and  its  relations  with  foreign  governments,  and  which 
the  former  should  alone  determine. 

Though  no  judgment  was  given  in  the  case  of  Holmes  agt. 
Jamison  et  alj  (14  Peters  J2.,  540,)  these  views  are  sustained 
in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Taney  and  con- 
curred in  by  Judges  Story,  McLean  and  Wayne,  though 
not  by  some  of  the  other  judges.  This  was  a  case  where 
the  governor  of  Vermont  granted  a  warrant  for  the  surrender 
of  an  alleged  criminal  to  the  Canadian  authorities,  and  it 
appears  that  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of  judicature 
of  Vermont,  after  an  examination  of  the  opinions  delivered 
by  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
became  satisfied  that  the  power  claimed  to  deliver  up  the 
prisoner  did  not  exist.     (12  Vermont  J?.,  636.) 
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It  is  to  be  regretted  that  this  country  should  be  the  refuge 
of  a  criminal  from  any  nationality.  Treaties  with  provisions 
for  the  extradition  of  persons  charged  with  crime  after  an 
examination  before  a  judicial  officer,  exist  between  the  gen- 
eral government  and  many  foreign  states.  It  is  difficult  to 
conceive  why  such  an  arrangement  does  not  exist  witti  a 
government  like  Belgium,  whose  liberal  legislation  and  en- 
lightened administration  of  justice  is  reflected  in  its  marked 
developments  pf  material  prosperity.  It  is  true  that  the 
states  may,  as  a  part  of  their  ordinary  police  powers  reserved 
to  them,  remove  any  person  guilty  or  charged  with  crimes, 
but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  this  the  states  act  simply  with 
a  view  to  their  own  protection  and  welfare,  and  totally  irre- 
spective of  the  foreign  governments  in  which  the  crimes  were 
committed  {N.  York  agt.  Milnej  11  Peters^  102).  In  this 
contingency  the  person  removed  may  still  assert  before  our 
courts  any  rights  that  have  been  infringed  upon,  but  when 
delivered  over  to  a  foreign  power  he  may  be  deprived  of  all 
redress,  however  wronged  by  the  act  of  surrender* 

I  am  thus  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  warrant  for  the 
surrender  of  the  prisoner  to  the  Belgian  authorities  is  uncon- 
rtitutional  and  void,  and  is  of  insufficient  authority  for  his 
detention  and  imprisonment  by  the  warden  of  the  city 
prison. 

But  it  appears  that  he  is  also  imprisoned  on  a  commitment 
upon  an  indictment  for  grand  larceny,  under  a  statute  of  the 
state,  for  bringing  stolen  goods  into  this  state,  concerning  the 
regularity  of  which  no  question  is  raised,  and  I  decline  to 
order  his  discharge  from  custody  thereunder. 

The  prisoner  must  be  remanded  into  custody,'  to  be  held 
under  the  commitment 

Affirmed  at  general  term  by  the  court  of  appeals,  Novem- 
ber, 1872. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

George  S.  Thompson  agt.  James  C.  Fargo,  Treasurer  of 

the  American  Express  Company. 

To  rostain  an  action  against  a  common,  carrier  for  failing  to  deNver  goods,  the  plaia- 
tiff  mast  be  the  owner  or  have  some  special  interest  in  them. 

Argued  April  12 j  1872. 

The  defendant,  the  American  Express  Company,  is  a  com- 
mon carrier.  On  the  11th  of  August,  1865,  the  defendant 
received  from  the  United  States  Express  Company,  at  Deca- 
tur in  the  state  of  Indiana,  a  package  containing  money  in 
treasury  notes  to  the  amount  of  $660  63-100,  together 
with  the  papers  discharging  John  and  William  White  from 
service  in  the  army  of  the  United  States. 

The  defendant,  on  receivmg  said  package,  gave  the  United 
States  Express  Company  a  receipt  for  the  same.  The  pack- 
age was  addressed  as  follows :  "  By  the  United  States  Express 
Company,  $600  63-100,  John  &  William  White,  care  Capt. 
James  K.  Martin,  Bunton  House,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana.'^ 

The  American  Express  Company  conveyed  the  package  in 
question  to  the  place  of  destination  without  delay ;  search 
was  made  for  the  consignees,  but  neither  they  or  James  K. 
Madin,  to  whose  care  it  was  addressed,  could  be  found.  The 
defendant  immediately  advertised  in  the  public  papers  at 
Terre  Haute  that  they  had  received  and  held  the  package  for 
them,  John  &  William  White. 

The  contents  of  the  package  was  the  net  proceeds  of  John 
&  William  White's  back  pay  in  the  army  of  the  United  States, 
and  their  discharge  papers  from  the  service  of  the  United 
States. 
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The  plaintiff  is  a  stranger  to  the  Whites,  In  July,  18G5, 
they  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  resided  at  Springfield, 
in  the  stfvte  of  Illinois,  enclosing  their  discharge  papers  from 
the  service,  and  requested  him  to  collect  their  back  pay  ior 
them  at  Springfield,  and  to  send  it  to  Captain  James  K.  Mar- 
tin, Bunton  House,  Indjana. 

The  plaiirtiff  did  collect  this  back  pay,  and  received  for 
sime  the  money  in  question,  and  enclosed  same  with  discharge 
papers  which  he  had  received  from  the  Whites  in  a  wrap[)er, 
addressed  to  them,  to  the  care  of  Captain  James  K.  Martin, 
Bunton  House,  Terre  Haute,  Indiana. 

The  plaintiff,  before  enclosing  the  treasury  notes,  deducted 
all  his  charges  against  the  Whites  for  his  services  in  collect- 
ing their  back  pay,  and  had  no  further  claim  against  the 
Whites  or  on  their  papers. 

The  plaintiff  delivered  the  package  so  addressed  to  the 
United  States  Express  Company  at  Springfield,  Illinois,  for 
conveyance  to  the  consignees  as  requested. 

The  United  States  Express  Company  at  Decatur  delivered 
the  package  to  the  American  Express  Company,  and  took 
the  defendants'  receipt  as  aforesaid. 

The  action  was  referred  to  John  Sherwood  as  sole  referee, 
who  reported  in  favor  of  plaintiff;  the  general  term  of 
supreme  court  affirmed  the  judgment  entered  on  the  referee's 
report,  and  the  case  was  appealed  to  this  court. 

H.  C.  Van  Vorst,  for  appellant 
Isaac  Howard,  opposed. 

Peckhah,  J. — To  sustain  an  action  against  a  common  car- 
rier for  failing  to  deliver  goods,  the  plaintiff  must  be  the 
owner  or  have  some  special  interest  in  them  {Kerulder  agt. 
Ellison^  decided  in  this  court  last  December  and  not  reported  : 
Greene  agt  Clark^  12  N.  F.,  343). 

Prima  facie,  the  consignee  is  the  owner. 

If  this  had  been  a  sale  of  goods  by  the  <x)nsignor,  ordered 
Vol.  XLIV.  12 
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by  the  consignee^  without  stating  in  what  way  or  any  man- 
ner to  send  them,  but  only  where,  the  consignee  would  have 
had  sufficient  title  to  maintain  the  action,  because  the  title 
in  such  case,  as  a  general  rule,  would  not  pass  by  the  mere 
delivery  to  the  carrier.  In  this  case,  however,  the  plaintiff 
never  owned  the  money  ordered  to  be  sent  to  the  consignees, 
hence,  if  he  simply  fulfilled  the  orders  of  the  owners  and  sent 
the  money  to  the  consignee  by  a  suitable  and  proper  convey- 
ance, his  duties  and  liabilities  were  discharged.  He  then  had 
no  further  right  or  interest  in  the  matter. 

The  action  was  brought  and  tried  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiff  properly  collected  and  sent  the  money  due 
from  the  government  to  the  Whites.  There  was  no  allega- 
tion or  suggestion  that  be  had  not  sent  the  money  by  the 
usual  and  proper  mode;  that  he  had  not  fulfilled  the  direc- 
tions of  the  Whites;  that  he  was  not  authorized  by  them  to 
do  precisely  what  he  did.  The  referee  has  substantially  so 
found  as  matter  of  fact,  and  there  is  no  exception  to  any  of 
his  findings  of  fact. 

It  is  to  late  here  for  the  plaintifi  to  attempt  to  vary 
these  findings  of  fact  to  sustain  his  judgment. 

It  is  the  right  and  interest  of  the  defendant  to  see  that  this 
package  is  delivered  to  none  but  the  true  owner.  A  wrong- 
ful recovery  against  this  defendant  will  afford  it  no  defense 
as  against  the  true  owners  or  their  representatives. 

This  is  not  a  case  of  fictitious  consignee.     The  Whites 
were  alive,  and  in  the  civil  war.     This  was  their  pay,  and  . 
if  they  have  died  since  tbis  proceeding,  that  gives  no  right  to 
this  plaintiff  to  sue  upon  these  facts. 

It  follows  that  the  referee  erred  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  affirming  that  judg- 
ment must  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to 
abide  event. 

Peckham  reads  for  reversal  and  new  trial  Chief  J. 
Gboveb  and  Folger  concur.  Allen  not  sitting.  Rapallo 
not  voting. 
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SUPREME    COURT. 

Johannes  Oertel  and  George  T.  James  agt  Max  Jacobt 

and  David  V.  Zelleb 


Where  the  plaintiflb  volnntarily  pubfith  pictures  to  the  pnblic,  for  which  they  claim 
the  proprietary  right,  the  pablished  copies  famish  the  defendants  the  means  of 
reproducing  the  pictares  withoat  any  invasion  of  the  plaintiffs'  proprietary  rights 
therein. 


fecial  Termj  December j  1 872. 

The  complaint  and  affidavits  show :  1st.  Oertel,  author  of 
the  paintings  "  Rock  of  Ages  '^  and  "  Christian  Charity  f 
2d.  An  exclusive  right  communicated  by  him  to  James  to 
maltiply  copies  of  the  paintings^  and  sell  them  on  joint  ac- 
count ;  3d.  The  reproduction  and  publication  by  James^  pur- 
saant  to  contract  with  Oertel^  of  chromo-lithograph  and  pho- 
tograph copies  of  the  paintings  ;  4th.  The  subsequent  pub- 
lication and  sale  by  defendants,  without  plaintiff'  consent,  of 
chromo-lithographs  of  the  paintings ;  but  whether  detendants 
copied  from  the  original  pictures,  or  from  plaintifis'  reproduc- 
tions,, is  not  distinguished  by  the  papers. 

An  interim  injunction  restrained  the  publication  or  sale  by 
defendants  of  any  reproductions,  copies  or  imitations,  in  any 
form  or  style,  of  plaintiffs'  paintings,  chromos  or  photographs; 
and  the  motion  is  to  dissolve  the  injunction  for  want  of  equity 
in  the  complaint 

Roger  A.  Pbtob  for  defendants. 

L  The  complaint  must  exhibit  an  equity  to  ultimate  relief 
by  injunction  {Code  of  Procedure^  ^219). 


n 
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An  interim  injunction  will  not  issue,  except  plaintiffs'  right 
be  clear.  If  the  right  be  questionable,  injunctive  relief  will 
be  withheld  until  the  final  hearing  {AtnosJceag  Co.  agt. 
Spear  J  2  Sandf.y  599  /  Stoeet  agt.  City  of  Troy,  62  Barb,y 
634/  Eedfield  agt.  Middleton^  1  J?05m;.,  649;  Gilliver  agt 
SnaggSy  2  Eq.  Cas.j  Ahr.  622  ;  Spottiswood  agt.  Clarhj  2 
Phillips^  Ch.  154  ;  Ld.  Mansfield  in  Millar  agt  Taylor j 
4  Burr.y  2,308  ;  Southey  agt  Sherwood  2  Meri.y  435.) 

n.  Here  plaintiffs'  right  is  more  than  doubtful ;  it  is  ob- 
vious on  the  face  of  their  papers,  that  their  claim  of  copy- 
right is  a  frivolous  pretence. 

III.  Copyright  is  the  exclusive  right  to  make  and  multiply 
copies  of  a  composition  (4  Burr.y  2,303),  and  is  of  two  spe- 
cies, viz.,  common-law  copyright,  or  copyright  ft^ora  publi- 
cation, and  statutory  copyright,  or  copyright  after  publica- 
tion {Palmer  agt  De  WiUj  47  K  F.,  532 ;  1  BeWs  Comm.j 
116,  119  ;  Copinger  on  Copyright,  1,  note  ;  Shortton  the  La/w 
of  Literature  and  Art,^  2  ;  Curtis  on  Copyright,  83  ;  Whea- 
ton  agt.  Peters,  8  Peters,  591 ;  Boucicault  agt.  Fox,  5'^Bl.  C. 
C,  97). 

rV.  Copyright  after  publication  exists  by  statute  {Palmer 
agt.  Bewitt,  47  N.  Y.,  536  ;  Pollock,  C./B.,  and  Park,  B., 
in  Jeffries  agt.  Boosey,  4  House  of  Lords  Cases,  920,  935  ; 
Donaldson  agt.  Beckett,  4  Burr.,  2,408;  2  B.,  P.  C,  129; 
Shortt  on  the  Law  of  LiteratuYep  65). 

Being  the  creature  of  positive  institution,  statutory  copy- 
right is  recognized  and  protected  only  by  the  municipal  law 
by  virtue  of  which  it  exists  {Curtis  on  Copyright,  22; 
Copinger,  77  ;  Shortt,  65  ;  Jeffreys  agt.  Boosey,  supra ;  Story 
on  Conflict  of  Laws^  ^§7-18,  375,  425,  436). 

No  statutory  copyright  is  here  alleged ;  and  if  asserted, 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  its  infringement 
{Dudley  agt.  Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.,  9). 

V.  Copyright  before  publication  exists  independently  of 
positive  law,  is  a  right  of  universal  recognition  and  remedi- 
able in  all  courts,  and  is  controlled  by  the  principles  that  de- 
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termihe  the  title,  nature  and  incidents  of  ordinary  property 
(Palmer  agt  De  Wittj  supra ;  Woolsey  agt.  Judd^  4  Duerj 
380  ;  Shortty  1  et  seq. ;  CopingeTj  1 ;  Donaldson  agt.  Bech- 
ett,  supra ;  Jeffreys  agt.  Boosey^  supra ;  Millar  agt.  Taylor^ 
4  Burr.y  2,303 ;  Prince  Albert  agt.  Strange,  13  Jurist.  Part 
1,  112;  TFXea^on  agt.  Peters ^  8  Peters j  691  j  Bartlett  agt. 
Crittenden,  4  McLean,  300  ;  Southey  agt.  Sherwood,  2  Meri.y 
435  ;  Percival  agt.  PhippSy  2  V  &  B,,  19  ;  Gee  agt.  Prilch" 
ard,  2  Swans.,  403  {marg.  pag.) ;  Crowe  agt.  ^i/cen,  4  ^w. 
Law  Bev.j  450  ;  Macklin  agt.  Richardson,  Amh.,  695).  Al- 
though Atticus  freely  distributed  copies  of  Cicero's  Letters 
(Corn.  A^ep.  in  Fi<.  Aitici),  it  appears  from  an  allusion  by 
Juvenal,  (Sat.  VII.,  87),  that  a  property  right  in  manuscript 
was  recognized  among  the  Romans ;  but  before  the  art  of 
printing,  the  civil  law  knew  nothing  of  literary  property 
{Vinnii  Inst.  Lib,,  IL,  Tit.  1,  s.  33.,  de  Scriptura). 

The  common  law,  after  some  hesitation,  applied  its  prin- 
ciples to  the  protection  of  the  products  of  the  mind,  as  well 
as  of  mechanical  labor  {Millar  agt.  Taylor ;  Donaldson  agt. 
Beckett;  Wheaton  agt  Peters;  Bartlett  agt.  Crittendenj 
svpra). 

VI.  "  In  the  sense  in  which  copyright  is  commonly  under- 
stood it  comprehends,  first,  the  right  belonging  to  the  author 
before  publication,  that  is,  the  right  to  publish  or  not,  as  he 
thinks  fit,  and  to  restrain  others  from  publishing ;  and,  sec- 
ondly, the  right,  after  publication,  of  republishing  and  of  re- 
straining others  from  doing  so"  (Parke,  B.,  4  H.  of  L.  Cases, 
954 ;  Lord  St.  Leonard's,  id.  979).  Copyright  before  publi- 
cation is  the  right  subsisting  in  the  author  or  artist  to  the 
first  publication  of  his  work  {Palmer  agt.  De  Witt,  47  N.  F., 
536). 

Common  law  copyright  ends  on  publication.  {Lds,  Broug- 
ham and  St.  Leonard's,  in  4  H.  of  L.,  Cases  961,  977,  and 
authorities  supra).  Statutory  copyright  begins  with  publi- 
carion  {Jeffreys  agt.  Boosey,  supra). 

VIL  A  publication  of  the  work,  whether  book  or  picture^ 
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with  the  author's  or  artist's  assent,  is  an  abandonment  of  his 
common  law  copyright.  The  work  then  becomes  publici 
juris,  and  is  open  to  any  occi^pant.  Afiter  publication  with 
the  author's  or  artist's  consent,  all  may  copy  and  reproduce 
{Palmer  agt.  De  Witt,  47  N,  Y.,  532  ;  Crowe  agt.  Ailcen,  4 
Am.  L.  Rev.,  460;  Keene  agt.  Wheatley,  9  Am.  L.  Reg.,  33 ; 
BoucicauU  agt.  Fox,  5  Bl.  C.  C,  98  /  Bartlett  agt.  Critten- 
den, 4  McLean,  301  ;  Keene  agt.  Kimball,  13  Monthly  Law 
Reporter,  N.  S,,  669 ;  Donaldson  agt.  Beckett,  4  Burr., 
2,408  ',  2  B.  P.  C,  129  ;  Southey  agt.  Sherwood,  2  Meri., 
435/  Coa:  agt.  Cox,  11  Hare,  118;  Jeffreys  agt.  Boosey,  4^ 
if.  o/  i.  C,  815  ;  Chappell  agt.  Purrf?/,  14  Jfee.  c^  TT.,  303, 
319,  322/  Prince  Albert  agt.  Strange,  13  Jwm^,  112/  18  . 
part  1,  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  120  Ch,  /  Clcmentie  agt.  TFiaZter,  2 
jB.  <&  C,  861  ;  Pa^e  agt.  Townsend,  5  Simonds,  395  /  Gwi- 
schard  agt.  Jtforij  9  Zr.  J".,  227  CA.  /  White  agt.  Geroch,  2 
B.  &  -4  W.,  298  ;  Duke  of  Queensberry  agt.  Shebbcre,  2  J?(7^7Z, 
329/  Cambridge  University  agt.  Bryer,  16  East.,  31 7  ;  Cwr- 
fi5  o»  Copyright,  63  /  Shortt,  48,  54).  ^^By  the  act  of  pub- 
lication the  work  is  in  the  hands  of  the  world "  (1  BelVs 
Comm.,  119). 

The  principle  prevails  in  the  law  of  patents.  If  the  in- 
ventor allow  his  machine  to  be  used  by  the  public,  he  aban- 
dons his  right  {Gaylor  agt.  Wilder,  10  How.  U.  S.,  477  ; 
SJiaw  agt.  Cooper,  7  Peters,  292. 

Vni.  If  common  law  copyright  survive  publication,  then 
was  there  never  occasion  for  any  statutory  protection.  It  is 
only  because  the  author's  natural  right  expires  with  publica- 
tion, that  legislation  is  necessary  to  give  him  an  artificial  pri- 
vilege. 

It  is  matter  of  history  that  the  English  act  for  the  copy- 
right of  prints  origihated  with  Hogarth,  who  found  no  pro- 
tection in  the  common  law  against  the  indiscriminate  repro- 
duction of  his  works  (I  BelVs  Comm.,  123). 

IX.  What  constitutes  a  publication  effectual  to  forfeit  the 
author's  or  artist's  common  law  copyright  is  settled  as  well 
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affirmately  as  negatively.  Thus  the  performance  of  a  play 
(MacJdin  agt.  Rkhardson^  Ambler^  695 ;  Palmer  agt.  De 
Wilt,  8upra)y  the  exhibition  of  a  picture  under  restrictions, 
(Turner  ^^.  Rohinsonj  10  Irish  Ch,  R.y  121)  the  oral  de- 
livery of  lectures  (Abernethy  agt.  Hutcheson,  3  i.  J,,  209 
CA).  the  sending  private  letters  to  a  correspondent  (Wolsey 
agt  Judd,  supra),  the  engraving  a  picture  for  private  use 
and  gratuitous  distribution  among  salect  friends  {Prince 
Albert  agt.  Strange,  snpra),  the  entrusting  a  manuscript  for 
a  special  purpose  {Queensberry  agt.  Shebbere,  supra) — none 
of  these  acts  is  equivalent  to  a  publication. 

On  the  other  hand,  that  the  copying  a  picture,  and  expos- 
ing the  copies  for  general  and  indiscriminate  sale,  with  the 
assent  of  the  artist,  is  such  a  publication  as  makes  the  right 
to  copy  the  original,  publici  juris,  is  conceded  by  all  autho- 
rities and  questioned  by  none  {Palmer  agt.  De  Witt,  supra ; 
Crowe  agt.  Aiken,  supra ;  Keene  agt.  Wheatley,  supra ; 
Prince  Albert  agt.  Strange,  supra;  Jeffreys  agt.  Boosey^^ 
supra  ;  Curtis,  83,  et  seq.  ;  Shortt,  48  et  seq,  ;  Copinger,  9, 
59,  and  other  authorities,  supra. 

X.  Photography  and  lithography  being  essentially  differ- 
ent from  oil  painting,  it  may  be  argued  that  the  publication 
of  James's  copies  was  no  publication  of  the  6riginal  pictures. 
But  the  thing  in  which  an  artist  has  copyright,  is  the  con- 
ception and  developement  of  his  ideas ;  and  these  it  is  the 
boast  of  photography  and  lithography  exactly  to  reproduce. 
A  picture  is  analagous  to  a  manuscript;  and  an  engraving  is 
the  same  as  a  book.  A  lithographic  copy  more  resembles 
the  original  painting  m  every  physical  circumstance,  than 
does  a  book  the  author's  manuscript.  But  if  James'  copies 
be  not  a  publication,  because  not  a  reproduction  of  the  or- 
iginal pictures,  then  neither  .are  defendants'  copies  a  repro- 
duction of  the  original  paintings,  and  so,  are  not  an  infringe- 
ment of  Oertel's  rights. 

XI.  By  communicating  to  James  the  right  to  multiply 
and  vend  an  indefinite  number  of  copies  of  iiis  paintings. 
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and  by  assenting  to  the  copying  and  sale,  Oertel  abandoned 
his  common  law  right,  and  defendants  were  authorized  to 
make  and  sell  copies  of  the  originals ;  and,  by  publishing 
his  lithographs  without  the  protection  of  a  statutory  copy- 
right, James  dedicated  them  to  the  public,  and  every  one  is 
at  liberty  to  reproduce  them. 

Xn.  Oertel  had  no  exclusive  right  to  republish  after  pub- 
lication, and  he  could 'communicate  none  to  James. 

XIII.  Even  if  defendants  had  no  right  to  copy  from  the 
originals,  this  injunction  cannot  stand  ^  because  \i  is  not  ap- 
parent but  that  defendants  reproduced  from  Jame^  litho- 
graphs ;  and  that  they  had  an  indisputable  right  to  do.  The 
law  construes  an  equivocal  act  in  a  legal  sense. 

Moreover,  copying  from  the  originals,  if  wrongful,  would 
be  a  violation  of  Oertel's  exclusive  right,  and  would  give  no 
cause  of  action  to  James. 

XIV.  If  defendants  had  copied  from  the  originals,  and  ia 
^oing  80  had  invaded  OerteFs  premises,  or  violated  any  trust, 
or  had  infringed  his  possessory  or  proprietary  right  in  the 
physical  substance  of  his  pictures,  then  he  might  have  had 
redress  by  the  appropriate  form  of  remedy.  But  nothing  of 
the  sort  is  here  pretended.  The  injunction  must  stand  or 
fall  upon  the  case  presented  by  the  papers,  and  that  case  ia 
simply  an  alleged  infringement  of  plaintifis'  common  law 
copyright. 

XV.  Maxwellj  agt  Mayhew  (1  Johns,  and  Hemmingj  313) 
does  not  touch  the  question  here  either  in  the  adjudicatioa 
or  argument. 

The  r  ght  there  involved  was  a  right  under  the  British 
statute  of  copyright,  and  the  decision  turned  exclusively  on 
the  construction  of  that  statute. 

In  Cox  agt  The  Land  and  Water  Journal  {Law  Rep.j  9 
Eq.  Cases,  324,)  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  propounds  the 
doctrine  for  which  plaintiffs  contend ;  but  it  was  a  mere 
dictum,  unsupported  by  any  citation  of  authority,  and  notori- 
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ously  contrary  to  the  well-settled  law  of  this  country.  More- 
over, an  injunction  was  there  denied. 

Counsel  for  plainriff,  in  Turner  agt.  Robinson  (10  Irish 
Ch.  121),  conceded  the  principle  on  which  we  stand,  viz., 
that  a  publication  is  an  abandonment  of  the  artist's  right,  and 
the  master  of  the  rolls  assumed  it  as  an  indisputable  proposi- 
tion. The  decision  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that  an 
^' imperfect '^  woodcut^  inserted  in  a  magazine,  was  no  publi- 
cation of  the  original  painting — an  essentially  different  case 
from  ours — and  on  the  ground  of  a  breach  of  trust  by  de- 
fendant in  copying  contrary  to  implied  restrictions  attached 
to  tiie  privilege  of  seeing  the  painting.  No  such  misconduct 
is  imputed  to  us, 

Oerid  agt  Wood  (40  How.y  10)  is  of  no  authority  {Pal' 
mer  agt,  DeWiUy  47  K  F.,  632). 

XVL  Plaintifis  may  possibly  heed  the  hint  suggested  by 
the  editor  in  his  criticism  on  Crowe  agt.  Aitken  (4  Am.  L. 
Bev.)y  and  may  assert  a  trade-mark  right  in  James's  copies* 
The  claim  is  invalid,  because,  first,  no  trade-mark  right  in 
plaintifi^  is  alleged  or  exhibited  by  the  papers ;  secondly,  the 
rehef  prayed  is  not  to  restrain  the  use  of  a  trade-mark  in 
the  sale  of  defendants'chromos,  but  to  enjoin  the  reproduction 
or  sale  of  plaintiffs'  pictures  in  any  style  or  form  of  imitation ; 
thirdly,  the  injunction  granted  does  not  purport  to  inhibit 
the  use  of  plaintifls'  trade-mark  in  connection  with  defend- 
ants' chromos,  but  assumes  to  restrain  any  reproduction  or 
imitation  of  plaintiflS'  pictures  with  or  without  the  pretended 
trade-mark  ;  fourthly,  if  there  be  a  trade-mark  right  in  plain- 
tiff^ it  is  infringed  by  defendants  in  the  sale  of  only  one  of 
their  chromos,  since  to  only  one  of  the  chromos  have  they 
applied  the  descriptive  appellation  employed  by  plaintiffs. 
But,  fifthly,  and  conclusively,  the  pretended  trade-mark  does 
not  indicate  oiigin  or  ownership,  but  is  merely  a  printed  re 
presentation  of  the  idea  embodied  in  the  picture  ;  and  so,  is 
not, the  subject  of  trade-mark  property  {Canal  Co.  agt, 
Clarke,   13  Wall,    U.  S.,   322,   323;  Amoslceaj   Co.^  agt. 
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Spear  J  2  Sandf.j  608,  et  seq  /  Thompson  agt.  Winchester j  19 
Pichj  214;  FilU^  agt.  FasseU,  4:4:  Mo.,  173;  Candee  agt. 
Deere,  64  III,  439 ;  Ferguson  agt  TAe  Dot7aZ  JlfiH^,  2  Brew- 
ster,  314;  CorM;w  agt.  DaZy.  7  Bosw.,  222 ;  Fetridge  agt. 
TTdZs,  4  -466.,  144;  /S<oic5  agt.  Landgraf,  17  5ar6.,  608; 
rot<;n  agt.  Stetson,  5  Abb.,  K  S,,  218 ;  Phalon  agfc.  TTri^A^, 
5  PAa.,  464 :  Wolf  agt.  Garland,  18  i/btc;.,  64 ;  (7%- 
nisJci  agt.  Cohen,  39  Califory,  501). 

XVII.  If  any  trade-mark  be  asserted  it  must  consist  of  the 
words  ^'Rock  of  Ages,"  inscribed  upon  the  picture  and 
copies.  These  words  constitute  part  of  the  title  of  a  hymn, 
which  is  found  in  all  the  collections  of  every  denomination  of 
the  protestant  community,  and  which  is  a  familiar  household 
strain  among  every  sect  of  christians. 

This  sacred  song  was  written  by  Thomas  Montague  Top- 
ladv,  and  was  published  in  the  Gospel  Maga^zine  of  March, 
1776,  (page  131,)  with  the  title  of  "A  living  and  dying 
prayer  for  the  holiest  believer  in  the  world";  but  as  the 
hymn  grew  popular,  the  first,  which  is  also  the  penultimate 
line  was  substituted  as  a  shorter  and  more  significant  name.  A 
Latin  version  by  the  right  honorable  Wm.  E.  Gladstone,  begin- 
ning ^^  Jesus  pro  me  perforatus,^^  was  printed  by  Quaritch 
in  1861.  The  idea- of  the  hymn,  ^^  Christ  the  rock  of  salva- 
tion," pervades  the  sacred  scriptures,  and  the  identical  ex- 
pression "Rock  of  Ages"  is  in  the  original  Hebrew  text, 
rendered  in  our  version,  "Everlasting  strength" — {Isaiah^ 
26,  4).  Oertel's  painting,  and  the  copies  both  of  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  simply  embody  wijth  varied  accessories  of  embel- 
lishment, the  sentiment  of  the  second  line  in  the  third  verse 
of  Toplady's  hymn,  "  Simply  to  thy  cross  I  cling."  The  title 
of  the  painting  is  borrowed  from  the  hymn,  and  is  merely 
expressive  of  the  subject  and  indicative  of  the  idea.  Clearly 
it'  is  not  susceptible  of  a  trade-mark  property. 

XVin.  Plaintifts  claim  a  monopoly,  which  the  law  will 
not  tolerate.  They  assert  an  exclusive  right  to  multiply  and 
distribute  reproductions  of  their   pictures.      If  such  right 
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exist  it  is  transferable  and  descendible  as  other  personalty, 
and  must  subsist  in  ^perpetuity  in  exclusion  of  the  public. 
It  is  a  right  above  and  beyond  that  created  and  protected  by 
the  copyright  law.  The  interests  of  civilization  require  the 
utmost  diffusion  of  the  products  of  the  intellect.  Humanity 
is  concerned  in  M^hatever  consolation  art  mav  draw  from  the 
inspirations  of  scripture  or  poetry. 

Repudiating  the  pretension  here  urged  by  plaintiffs.  Napo- 
leon I.  said,  Le  progres  des  lumieres  serait  arreie  d;c,J {LocrCj 
Legislation  civile  de  la  France^  tit.  ^j  pp.  17,  19).  The  in- 
terest of  the  individual  author  is  not  tlie  ultimate  object  of 
the  copyright  laws,  but  is  an  expedient  rather  for  the  public 
welfare.  The  operation  of  these  laws  is  to  secure  the  author 
an  exclusive  use  for  a  limited  period,  that  he  may  be  stimu- 
lated to  the  production  of  works  for  the  benefit  of  mankind. 
{Routledge  agt.  LoWy  37  part  1,  L.  eT.,  454,  Ch.  per  Lord 
Cairns;  Curtis  on  copyright^  19).  The  first  copyright  law 
— of  Anne — was  entitled  "An  act  for  the  encouragement  of 
learning'';  the  second— of  George  III. — "An  act  for  the 
further  encouragement  of  learning.''  ( U.  S.  Constitution^  %  8, 
Art.  1). 

To  recognize  plaintiff's  claim  would  be  to  obstruct  the  pro 
gress  of  letters  and  to  restrict  the  benign  influences  of  art. 

XIX.  The  mj unction  should  be  vacated. 

Clarence  A.  Seward,  for  plaintiffs^ 

Used  the  same  points  for  plaintiffs  contained  in  this  case 
in  40  How.j  Pr.  R.  jp.  10. 

Leonard,  J. — It  appears  from  the  complaint  that  there 
has  been  a  publication  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the  pictures  men- 
tioned in  the  injunction. 

The  defendants  cannot  be  charged  with  having  surrepti- 
tiously obtained  copies  of  the  originals.  The  published 
copies  furnished  the  defendants  with  the  means  of  re-pro- 
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ducing  the  pictures  without  any  invasion  of  the  proprietary 
rights  of  Mr.  Oertel. 

The  defendants  have  not  anticipated  the  publication  by 
plaintiffs.  They  have  the  right  to  re-produce  the  pictures 
that  have  been  voluntarily  given  to  the  public. 

I  think  the  private  rights  of  the  plaintifls  are  no  longer 
entitled  to  protection  according  to  the  adjudicated  case. 
{Palmer  agt.  De  Witt,  47  JVl  T.,  632). 

Injunction  dissolved  ;  costs  to  abide  the  event,  $10. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
HmAM  P.  Trim  and  others  agt  Samubl  A.  Willoughby. 

The  act  of  March  27th,  1871,  providing  for  the  extension  of  mechanic"*  lient^  Ac. 
being  remedial,  wae  passed  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the  time  for  the  enforc- 
ing the  lien  when  proceedings  were  commenced  within  the  year ;  and.  wh«re  the 
lien  existed  at  the  time  the  statute  took  effect^  heldj  that  the  act  applied  to  sach 
proceeding. 

Tms  is  a  proceediDg  under  the  statute  to  enforce  or  fore- 
close a  lien,  under  the  following  acts  of  the  legislature,  to  wit, 
mechanic's  lien :  Act  passed  April  17th,  1854,  applying  to 
certain  counties  in  this  state.  Act  of  April  14tb,  1858, 
making  the  above  mentioned  act  apply  to  all  the  counties  of 
the  state,  except  the  counties  of  New  York  and  Erie.  By 
the  provisions  of  the  above  mentioned  acts,  the  lien  con- 
tinued for  one  year,  irom  the  time  of  the  filing ;  and  unless 
judgment  was  recovered  (on  proceedings  to  foreclose  the 
lien)  within  one  year  from  the  time  of  filing,  the  lien  could 
not  be  enforced  {Grant  SLgL  VandercoolCj  57  Barh.^  165).  By 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  March  27th,  1871,  the  above 
mentioned  act  w£(iB  amended,  and  the  amendment  reads  as  fol- 
lows: *^  Section  20  of  chapter  402  of  thelawsof  1854,i8i3ereby 
amended,  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  Every  lien  created  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  continue  until  the  expiration 
of  one  year,  unless  iooner  discharged  by  the  court  or  some 
legal  act  of  the  claimant  in  the  proceedings ;  but  if  within 
such  year  proceedings  are  commenced  under  this  act  to  en- 
force, or  foreclose,  such  lien,  then  such  lien  shall  continue 
until  judgment  is  rendered  thereon,  and  for  one  year  there- 
after f  and  the  act,  by  its  provisions,  took  effect  immediately. 

In  this  case  the  lien  was  filed  (by  the  plaintiff  or  claimant, 
who  furnished  materials  to  the  contractor)  on  or  about  the 
20th  day  of  January,  1871. 

The  action  to  enforce  or  foreclose  this  lien,  was  commenced 
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about  the  last  of  January,  1871,  nearly  two  months  before 
the  passage  of  this  amendatory  act.  Issue  was  joined  in  the 
proceeding,  and  the  matter  was  referred  to  W.  T.  Odell,  as 
referee,  to  hear  and  determine.  Several  hearings  took  place, 
within  the  year  after  the  filing  of  the  lien,  and  the  action  was 
adjourned  from  time  to  time  by  the  consent  of  the  parties 
until  the  28th  day  of  October,  1872,  when  a  motion  was 
made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  to  dismiss  the  action 
and  the  complaint  therein,  on  the  ground  that  more  than 
one  year  had  elapsed  since  the  filing  of  the  lien  in  this  case, 
and  since  the  action  or  proceeding  to  enforce  the  same  was 
commenced ;  that  the  lien  had  expired,  and  no  legal  judg- 
ment could  be  rendered  or  entered  therein. 

A.  Pond,  for  the  motion^ 

Cited,  57  Barh.y  1 65 ;  40  How.y  94 ;  47  K  Z,  566 ;  7 
Johns. J  477  ;  1  Hill,  325  ;  2  Hill,  283  ;  5  Denio,  183  ;  11 
Faigey  403 ;  47  Barb.^  Ill  j  24  N.  F.,  20 ;  15  N.  Z,  595. 


W.  T.  Odell,  referee. — The  only  question  that  arises  on 
this  motion,  is,  does  the  statute  of  March  27,  1871,  apply 
to  a  proceeding,  then  commenced,  to  enforce  or  foreclose  a 
lien  then  in  existence  f  This  lien  would  have  continued  (had 
no  proceedings  been  commenced  upon  it)  for  about  ten 
months  after  the  act  of  March  27,  1871,  went  into  effect. 
The  act  does  not  expressly  provide  that  it  shall  apply  to 
liens  already  created;  or  proceedings  then  commenced.    It  is, 
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therefore,  a  question  of  construction  {Bay  |kgt.  Gae^  36 
Barh.y  449). 

"  And  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  so  to  construe  the  statute 
as  to  meet  the  mischief,  and  advance  the  remedy ''  {Hart 
agt  Cleis,  S  Johns.y  41). 

*^  The  intention  of  the  legislature  is  to  be  gathered  from 
other  acts,  |:>ari  materia  as  well  as  from  the  act  itself.  Some- 
times it  is  to  be  collected  from  the  cause  or  necessity  of  the 
statute  ^  {People  agt.  Utica  Insurance  Co.y  15  Johns. ,  358  ; 
Kenfs  Com.y  462 ;  Dresser  agt  BrookSy  3  Barb.,  429). 

The  lien  in  this  case  was  created  by  proceedings  under  a 
former  statute,  and  the  act  of  1S71  merely  affected  the  reme- 
dy. Under  the  former  statute,  judgment  must  be  recovered 
within  the  year  from  the  time  of  filing  the  lien.  The  party 
proceeded  against,  or  the  owner  of  the  property  against 
which  proceedings  were  taken,  could  defend,  make  issue,  and 
these  issues,  were  to  be  tried  like  issues  in  actions  at  law. 
And  for  various  reasons — sickness  or  absence  of  witnesses, 
&c.,  the  proceedings  could  be  extended  beyond  the  year  and 
the  lien  cease.  The  former  statute  was  evidently  defective, 
and  in  many  instances  would  afford  no  remedy  to  the  me- 
chanic or  furnisher  of  material.  It  is  evident  that  the  statute 
of  March  27,  1871,  was  passed  to  cure  this  defect,  and  being 
remedial,  should  receive  a  liberal  construction  (3  Barh.^  429  ; 
16  Johns.y  264  J  10  Barh.y  35  ;  10  Wend.y  449.) 

In  Grant  agt.  VandercooJc,  (57  Barb.,)  Justice  Hogeboom, 
at  page  167,  uses  the  following  language :  ^*  ^he  remedies 
created  in  the  mechanic's  lien  law  are  of  a  purely  statutory 
and  extraordinary  nature,  and  the  provisions  for  their  enforce- 
ment must  be  strictly  construed  '^  (Citing,  Roberts  agt.  Fow- 
ler,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  632).  This,  I  think,  must  mean  that  the 
statute,  so  far  as  it  provides  for  proceedings  to  create  or  perfect 
the  lien,  must  be  strictly  construed.  But  when  the  lien  is 
once  created  or  perfected  under  the  statute,  then  the  reme- 
dial part  of  the  statute  so  far  as  the  provisions  for  foreclosing 
the  lien,  is  subject  to  a  different  rule  of  construction,     "  A 
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statute  may  be  regarded  as  penal,  and  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued in  onfe  aspect,  but  as  remedial  and  to  be  liberally  ex- 
pounded in  another  aspecf  {Fish  agt.  Fishery  2  Johns,  cases, 

89).  ^*  When  scanning  the  proceedings  to  attain  a  remedy, 
the  courts  have  been  strict  and  rigid  in  exacting  a  compliance 

with  all  the  requisitions  of  the  statute,"  if  the  statute  is  in 
derogation  of  common  law.  But  ^^  when  looking  at  the  re- 
medy, the  courts  have  taken  care  that  it  should  be  made  ef- 
fectual, if  possible,  in  the  manner  intended  ''  (20  Johns,,  80  ; 
Smith  agt.  il  'ofett,  1  Barb,,  65 ;  9  Wend.,  227  ;  8  Cotv., 
]  3  ;  20  Wend.,  207  ;  9  How.,  238). 

It  is  evident  from  the  circumstances  under  which  the  stat- 
ute was  passed,  and  from  the  act  itself,  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  to  cure  the  defect  in  the  former 
law,  and  afford  parties  who  had  filed  liens  an  adequate  remedy 
to  enforce  them.  And  this  intention  must  prevail  in  its  con- 
struction by  the  courts  (I  KenVs  Com.,  162  j  15  N.  Y.,  532 ; 
26  N.  Y.,  523 ;  31  N.  Y,  289). 

It  is  not  subject  to  tfie  objection  that  it  affects  vested  , 
rights.  It  only  changes  the  limitation  of  the  lien.  That 
when  proceedings  are  commenced  within  the  year  to  enforce 
the  lien,  that  then  the  lien  shall  continue.  This  the  legis- 
lature may  do  (1  Hill,  324 ;  1  Story  on  the  constitution, 
236,  §1,385). 

The  legislature  has  power  to  control  the  remedy.  So  held 
in  relation  to  the  statute  increasing  the  amount  of  property 
exempt  from  execution  (11  N.  Y.,  281  j  36  Barb.,  447) 
and  the  law  in  relation  to  costs  which  are  to  be  adjusted, 
under  the  law  in  effect  at  the  time  of  adjustment  j  so  in  re- 
gard to  the  law  abolishing  distress  for  rent. 

The  act  of  1871,  being  remedial,  passed  for  the  purpose 
ol  extending  the  time  lor  enforcing  the  lien  when  proceed- 
ings were  commence(^  within  the  year,  and  the  lien  in  this 
case  existing  at  the  time  the  statute  took  effect,  it  is  held 
xthat  the  act  applied  to  this  proceeding,  and  the  motion  must 
be  denied. 
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SUPREME  COXJRT. 

LEAvnT  D.  Gabrison  &  Allis  W.  Ogden^  respondents,  agt 

A«  W.  Mabshall^  appellant 

A  Jnttioe  of  t||e  peace  has  do  jarisdicUon  to  issue  aa  aUaehmtni  under  the  Revised 
SUtoes  (2  B.  8.,  230,  $  26;  upon  affidavits  and  papers,  unless  "  It  shall  satisfiactorily 
appear  to  the  )astice  that  snoh  debtor  has  departed  or  Is  about  to  depart  from  the 
eovMibf  ^aKert  he  last  rttided,  with  intent  to  defrand  his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the 
service  of  aoj  civil  process,  er  that  snoh  debtor  keeps  himself  concealed  with  ihe 
like  intent:" 

Or  if  the  application  is  intended  to  be  made  nnder  $  34  of  the  fumrimpritonmetit  act 
of  1831,  **it  most  satisfactorily  appear  before  the  josdoe  that  the  defendant  is 
aboQt  to  remove  froin  the  eowUjf  any  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  or  has  assigned,  disposed  of,  secreted,  or  a  about  to  assign,  dispose  ot  or 
secrete  anj  of  his  property  with  the  like  intent,  whether  such  defendant  be  a  re- 
sident of  Uie  state  or  not^ 

In  this  case,  the  application  for  the  attachment  was  made  upon  the  grounds  that 
"  the  said  Qeorge  Woodruff  has  departed,  and  is  about  to  remove  his  property 
from  the  said  county  of  Cayuga  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors." 

Eddf  that  the  portion  of  the  application  stating  that  the  defendant  in  the  attachment 
had  departed.  &c.,  would  bring  the  case  under  $  26  of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  while 
the  latter  clause  presents  a  case  under  $  34  of  the  non-imprisonment  act 

As  the  application  for  the  attachment  was  partially  made  under  $  26,  it  should  have 
been  made  to  appear  by  the  affidavits  that  the  defendant  had  departed  "from 
the  county  where  he  last  resided.''  So  al^,  as  it  sought  to  make  out  a  case 
within  the  provision  of  $  34  of  the  non-imprisonment  act,  the  |»apers  should  have 
shown  either  that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the  state,  or  a  non-resident 

These  ftieU  were  essential  to  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachment, 
and  without  one  or  the  other  of  them,  no  case  was  made  out  within  either  section 
of  the  several  statutes  quoted. 

Binghamton^  General  Termj  September^  1871. 

MnxERyP.  J.y  Parker  and  James^  JJ. 

The  action  is  against  the  defendant^  as  a  constable^  for  an 
alleged  neglect  to  serve  an  attachment  issued  by  a  justice, 
against  the  property  of  one  George  C.  Woodruff,  a  debtor  to 
the  plaintifis,  and  was  tried  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  of 
Cordand  County. 

Vol.  XTiTY.  13 
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The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  attachment  was 
delivered  to  the  defendant  about  the  sixth  of  October,  1869| 
and  that  it  was  not  returned  to  the  justice ;  and  the  reason 
alleged  why  it  was  not  served  or  returned,  is,  that  it  was  is- 
sued without  authority,  and  therefore  void. 

It  was  received  in  evidence  under  objection,  and  at  the 
close  of  the  plidntiff  ^s  testimony  a  motion  was  made  for  a 
nonsuit^  which  was  again  renewed  after  all  the  evidence  was 
in,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  make  out 
a  cause  of  action,  and  that  there  was  no  legal  evidence  show- 
ing any  authority  to  issue  the  attachment,  which  oftotion  was 
denied  by  the  justice. 

The  application  for  the  attachment  was  based  upon  two 
distinct  grounds.  One  for  an  alleged  departure  with  intent 
to  defraud  creditors,  under  the  Bevised  Statutes,  and  another 
for  an  alleged  design  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  to  remove 
his  property  with  like  intent,  under  the  non-imprisonment 
act  of  1831.  The  affidavits  were  as  follows,  see  Exhibits 
C,  D,  E,  F,  on  page  20,  21  y  22,  23.  The  bond  given  on 
the  application  was  executed  by  one  person  only,  and  in  the 
penalty  of  only  $100. 

A  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  constable  before  the 
justice  for  the  demand,  and  on  appeal  was  affirmed  in  the 
county  court. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court     The  case  was  submitted  on  printed  points. 

W.  H.  Wareek  and  H.  Ballard,  for  appellant  and  (?e- 

fendant 
DuELL  &  Foster, /or  respondents  and  plaintiffs. 

By  the  court,  Miller,  P.  J. — ^This  action  is  brought  against 
the  defendant,  as  a  constable,  for  neglecting  to  levy  upon 
personal  property,  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  against  one 
Woodruff. 
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The  defense  ioterposed  is^  that  the  attachment  was  issaed 
without  autiiorityi  and  was,  thereforei  void  and  of  no  effect. 
It  is  urged  that  the  justice  did  not  acquire  jurisdiction  to 
issue  the  attachment,  because  it  nowhere  appears  either  in 
the  application,  or  in  the  affidavits,  in  what  county  the 
debtor  resided,  nor  is  there  any  allegation  that  he  has  de- 
parted, or  is  about  to  depart,  from  the  county  *^  where  he  last 
resided,'^  as  provided  by  the  statute  (2  iZ.  &,  230,  ^  26)^  pro- 
vided that  an  attachment  against  the  property  oi  any  debtor 
may  be  issued  '^whenever  it  shall  satisfactorily  appear  to  the 
justice  that  such  debtor  has  departed,  or  is  about  to  depart 
from  the  county  where  he  Icist  resided,  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  service  of  any  civil  process ;  or 
that  such  debtor  keeps  himself  concealed  with  the  like  in- 
teof    Additional  cases  were  provided  for  by  the  non-im- 
prisonment act,  and  it  was  enacted  that  actions  might  also 
be  commenced  by  attachment,  ^^  when  it  shall  satisfactorily 
be  made  to  appear,  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  remove  ^om 
the  county  any  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, or  has  assigned,  disposed  of,  secreted,  or  is  about  to 
assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  any  of  his  property  with  the 
like  intent,  whether  such  defendant  be  a  resident  of  this  state 
or  not''  {S.  L.  of  1831,  chap.  300,  ^  34,  as  amended  by  8.  L. 
^/1842,  ch.  107;  3  R.  8.,  6  ed.j  462,  463,  ^  216). 

The  application  for  the  attachment,  as  appears  from  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  agent,  was  upon  the  grounds,  that 
''  the  said  George  Woodruff  has  departed,  and  is  about  to  re- 
move his  property  from  the  said  county  of  Cayuga,  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors." 

The  portion  of  the  application  stating  that  the  defendant 
in  the  attachment  had  departed,  &c.,  would  bring  the  case 
under  sec.  26  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  while  the  latter  clause 
presents  a  case  under  sec  34  of  the  non-imprisonment  act. 

As  the  last  section  makes  provision  for  other  cases  besides 
what  had  previously  been  provided  for,  sec.  26  remains  in 
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force,  subject  to  the  changes  made  in  favor  of  additional  cases 
by  sec.  34. 

As  the  application  for  the  attachment  was  partially  under 
sec.  26,  it  should  have  been  made  to  appear  by  the  affidavits, 
that  the  defendant  had  departed  ^'  from  the  county  where  he 
last  resided.'' 

So  also,  as  it  sought  to  make  out  a  case  within  the  provi- 
sion of  sec.  34  of  the  non-imprisonment  act  above  cited,  the 
papers  should  have  shown  either  that  the  defendant  was  a 
resident  of  the  state,  or  a  non-resident. 

These  facts  were  essential  to  give  the  justice  jurisdiction 
to  issue  the  attachment,  and  without  one  or  the  .other  of 
them,  no  case  was  made  out  within  either  section  of  the 
several  statutes  quoted. 

It  is  nowhere  stated  in  what  county  the  defendant  last  re- 
sided, so  as  to  make  out  a  case  within  sec  26. 

This  is  absolutely  essential  {Tucker  agt.  MaUoffy  48  Barb., 
88,  8d),  nor  is  it  shown  whether  he  was  a  resident  or  non- 
resident, so  as  to  answer  the  requirements  of  section  34. 

When  the  application  is  made  for  an  attachment  against  a 
non-resideni^  the  party  applying  must  make  an  affidavit  of 
the  fact  of  non-residence,  and  when  no  such  affidavit  is  fur- 
nished, the  judgment  vnll  be  reversed  {Taylor  agt.  Heath,  4 
DeniOy  592). 

The  affidavits  utterly  fail  to  comply  with  either  of  the  stat- 
utes in  question.  The  agent  of  the  plaintiff  swears  that  the 
defendant  ^^  had  departed,  or  is  about  to  remove  his  property 
from  the  said  county  of  Cayuga,''  without  previously  stating 
that  he  lived  there,  or  where  he  did  reside,  or  whether  he 
was  temporarUy  there,  or  passing  through  Cayuga  County, 
or  that  he  was  a  non-resident. 

The  naming  of  the  county  is  a  mere  reference  to  the  county 
in  which  the  affidavit  is  entitled,  which  is  given  at  its  com- 
mencement. Although  the  affidavits  are  entitled :  '^  Cayuga 
County,  town  of  Locke,"  they  do  not  show  in  any  way 
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^here  the  property  was,  in  what  town  or  county,  from 
whence  it  was  to  be  removed. 

There  is  nothing  in  fact  in  either  of  the  affidavits  to  show 
or  to  indicate  that  the  property  of  the  defendant,  which  it 
was  alleged  he  was  about  to  remove,  may  not  have  been  in 
some  other  county  or  even  some  other  state,  where  they 
could  notbe  reached  by  any  attachment  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  Cayuga  County. 

The  affidavits  showing  conversations  with  the  defendant's 
wife,  and  the  packing  up  of  the  goods,  do  not  state  where  the 
conversations  .took  place,  or  where  the  goods  were  packed  up 
to  be  removed.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  papers, 
from  which  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  where  the  defendant  in 
the  attachment  resided,  or  whether  he  was  a  resident  or  non- 
resident of  the  state. 

There  is  no  rule  better  settled  in  this  state  than  that  on  pro- 
ceedings of  this  character,  the  statute  must  be  substantially 
complied  with  in  order  to  confer  jurisdiction. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  a  pro- 
position so  plain  and  so  well  understood.  It  is  evident  that 
the  defects  referred  to,  were  of  a  jurisdictional  character 
which  rendered  the  attachment  void,  and  that  the  justice 
acted  without  authority  in  granting  it.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  was  not  bound  to  serve  it,  and  was  not  liable 
for  a  neglect  to  do  so. 

Several  other  objections  are  urged  to  the  proceedings, 
but  inasmuch  as  the  error  adverted  to  is  fatal  to  the  judg- 
ment, it  is  not  important  to  discuss  them.  For  this  error 
the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  the  county  court  must  be 
reversed  with  the  cost  of  appeaL 

Pabkeb  and  James,  cTJl,  concurred  in  the  result. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Geosqe  S.  St.  Johk^  plaintiff  and  respondents  agt.  Salomon 

Skinneb,  d^endant  and  appellant 

In  an  action  on  oontroot,  and  a  general  denial,  at  the  dose  of  the  testimon  j  on  both 
sides,  at  the  trial,  the  case  presents  a  clear  conflict  as  to  thrreal  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  the  defendant  concedes  snch  fact  bj  omitting  to  move  for 
the  direction  of  a  Terdict,  and  by  going  to  the  jory  withont  objection,  he  is  too 
late,  after  verdict  rendered  against  him,  to  argne  that  the  case  presented  no  evi- 
dence to  be  snbmitted  to  the  jury,  or,  at  least,  presented  each  a  preponderance  of 
evidence  in  his  fiivor  as  to  make  it  the  dntj  of  tiie  conrt  to  direct  the  jory  how  to 
find. 

Where  czoeQltions  taken  to  the  admission  of  testimony  on  the  trial  and  to  the  judge's 
charge,  are  irrelevant,  onder  the  issnes,  and  ontside  of  the  issues  they  could  only 
become  material  by  their  tendency  to  establish,  in  connection  with  other  fiiets  to 
be  introduced,  the  existence  of  a  special  agreement  in  avoidance  or  as  a  defense 
to  the  claim  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff,  it  constitutes  new  matter,  and  not  being 
specially  pleaded,  is  properly  excluded. 

General  Term,  October^  1872. 
.   Before  Fbeedman  and  CurtiS;  J  J. 

Thb  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $3;OO0^ 
loaned  by  plaintiff  to  defendant. 

The  answer  contained  a  general  denial  At  the  trial  both 
parties  introduced  evidence. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintifi. 

The  defendant  moved  upon  the  judge's  minutes  for  a  new 
trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence. 

The  motion  was  denied. 

Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  yerdict^  and  defendant 
appealed  from  the  judgment  and  order  denying  motion  for 
new  trial 

A.  H.  ReavT;  counsel  for  appellant 


NEW  TOSE  PBACTIGB  BEPOBTS.  199 

St  John  agt  flUnaer. 

W.  H.  Van  Cott,  counsel  far  respondent. 

By  ihe  courty  FbeedmaN;  J. — ^The  motion  for  a  nonsuit 
was  properly  denied,  because  plainti£^  as  the  evidence  then 
stood,  had  made  out  a  prima  fade  case.  At  that  stage  of 
the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  claim  that  all  presump- 
tions and  inferences,  which  he  had  a  right  to  ask  the  jury  to 
deduce  from  his  testimony,  should  be  conceded  to  him.  Con- 
sequently, it  would  have  been  error  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

At  the  dose  of  the  testimony  on  both  sides,  the  case  pre- 
sented a  dear  conflict  as  to  the  real  agreement  between  the 
parties,  and  the  defendant  conceded  such  £sMst  by  omitting  to 
move  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  and  by  going  to  the  jury 
without  objection.  Having  voluntarily  taken  his  chance  of 
a  &vorable  verdict  at  their  hands,  which  would  have  con- 
duded  the  plaintiff  upon  the  facts,  the  defendant,  after  the 
rendition  of  a  verdict  against  him,  was  too  late  to  argue  that 
the  case  jNresented  no  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
or,  at  least,  presented  such  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in  his 
favor,  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury 
how  to  find.  This  rule  w^  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  recent 
case  of  Bowe  agt  Stevens  (12  Abb.  N.  S.y  389),  and  upon  the 
authority  of  that  case  the  order  appealed  from  must  be  af- 
firmed. 

The  exceptions  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court  are  clearly 
untenable,  and  those  taken  to  the  disallowance  of  certain 
questions  propounded  to  the  plaintiff,  on  his  cross-examina- 
tion are  found,  on  examination,  not  to  be  sustainable.  The 
answer  contained  only  a  general  denial.  Under  the  issues 
thus  joined  these  questions  were  irrelevant.  Outside  of  the 
issues,  they  could  only  become  material  by  their  tendency  to 
establish,  in  connection  with  other  facts  to  be  introduced,  the 
existence  of  a  special  agreement  in  avoidance  of,  or  as  a  de- 
fense to  the  loan  testified  to  by  the  plaintiff 

This  constituted  new  matter  which  under  sections  149  and 
150  of  the  code  should  have  been  especially  set  up.  Not  being 
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thus  pleaded,  the  questions  referred  to  were  properly  ex- 
cluded (IIcKyring  agt.  JBuUj  l^N.  T.y  297 ;  Eichtmeyer  agt. 
Bemsefif  38  N.  Z,  206 ;  Meyer  agt.  Fugel,  7  Boht.y  122). 

Upon  being  apprised  of  this  rule,  the  defendant  might 
have  moved  for  leave  to  amend  his  answer  upon  the  spot^  or 
for  permission  to  apply  at  special  term  for  that  purpose,  and 
if  such'motion  had  been  made,  the  court  could  have  relieved 
him  against  the  consequences  of  his  omission  on  proper 
terms. 

But  defendant  did  not  see  fit  to  make  such  motion.  There 
being  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  court  below,  the  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are  severally  af- 
firmed with  costs. 

CuBTiS|  Jl,  concurred. 
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SXJPREME    COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Mark  M.  Pomeroy  agt.  Ain>REw  H. 
Oreen  and  others  constituting  The  Board  of  Afpor- 

TIOlOfENT  AND  AUDIT. 

Where  the  nkUot'snemtpaiper'w^B  designated  and  selected  bj  the  mayor  and  eomp- 
IroUer  ef  the  city  of  New-York,  in  1868»  ander  the  laws  of  1868,  as  one  of  the 
jonnials  wherein  the  proceedings  of  the  common  eonnoii  and  the  notices  of  its 
committees  shoold  be  pablished ;  and,  in  1870,  other  newspapers,  of  which  the  re- 
lator's was  not  one,  were  designated  by  the  same  oiKcers  under  the  act  of  that 
year,  and  it  was  declared  by  that  act  to  be  nnlawfhl  to  pay  any  money  for  adyer- 
tising  thereafter  made  for  or  on  account  of  the  corporation,  except  to  sach  news- 
papers {Lam^  1870,  ek  383) ;  and  no  designations  were  made  under  this  act,  and 
the  power  thereby  conferred  remained  nnezecnted. 

Hkldf  that  a  wumdamuM  would  lie  to  compel  the  defendants  to  audit  and  allow  the 
bills  of  the  relator  for  adyertising  done  in  1870,  after  the  passage  of  chapter  383  of 
the  laws  of  that  year,  and  solely  under  the  authority  of  the  designation  of  his 
newspaper  in  December,  1868,  there  neyer  having  been  any  notice,  either  express 
or  implied  of  the  revocation  of  the  original  appointoient  of  his  newspaper. 

Special  Term,  June,  1872. 

Tms  was  a  motion  for  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus 
to  compel  the  board  of  apportionment  and  audit  to  convene 
and  proceed  to  audit  and  allow  the  bills  of  the  relator  for  ad- 
vertising and  publishing  notices^  &c.y  for  the  corporation  of 
the  city  of  New-York  in  certam  newspapers,  known  as  The 
NieuhYorh  Democrat  and  Pomeroy^ s  Democrat.  The  bills  of 
relator  were  duly  presented  for  payment  to  the  board^  but 
the  board  n^lected  to  audit  and  allow  the  same. 

Georqe  Norris  and  Abraham  Lawrence,  of  counsel 
for  relator. 

John  H.  Strahan  and  Edwards  Pierrepont,  of  coun- 
sel for  the  hoard  of  apportionment  and  audit. 
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RiCHABD  G'QoBMASf  foT  the  mayor  J  aldermen^  and  com^ 
mondUy  of  {he  city  ofNeuhYorh 

BabbetT;  J. — ^The  question  presented  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court  is  whether  the  relator  has  any  legal  claim 
against  the  city  and  county  of  New-York^  which  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  board  oi  audit  to  investigate  and  settle.  The 
solution  of  this  question  depends  upon  the  construction  given 
to  the  second  section  of  chapter  375  of  the  laws  of  1872. 
The  comptroller  is  thereby  required  to  allow  and  pay  the 
bills  of  the  several  proprietors  of  the  newspapers  in  said  dty 
and  county  for  cUl  city  and  c(funty  advertising  actually  done 
prior  to  January  1,  1872. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  effect  of  the  words  italized  is  to  legal- 
ize all  previously  illegal  demands^  and  to  require  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bills  of  mere  volunteers^  the  same  as  of  those 
publishing  under  legal  authority.  It' would  require  the  most 
direct  and  unmistakable  language^  language  susceptible  of  no 
ol^er  or  fairer  meaning,  to  justify  the  court  in  imputing  a 
legislative  intention  to  perpetrate  such  wrong  upon  our  peo- 
ple. There  is  nothing  in  the  act  demanding  such  an  inter- 
pretation. Its  object|  so  far  as  the  newspapers  are  concerned^ 
evidently  was  to  provide  an  appropriate  procedure^  with  an 
adequate  fund  for  the  speedy  liquidation  and  payment  of  all 
strictly  legal  obligations,  and  also  of  all  just  and  honest 
claims  of  an  equitable,  if  not  of  a  technically  legal,  character* 
There  is  the  fullest  intention  of  providing  for  publishers  who 
bad  acted  under  legal  authority,  or,  at  least,  in  good  faith 
under  color  of  such  authority,  but  none  of  presenting  any 
part  of  the  public  funds  to  those  who  had  acted  in  palpable 
violation  of  law  without  a  shadow  of  authority.  There  are 
other  provisions  of  the  act  favoring  this  construction,  such  as 
the  distinct  reference  to  the  authority  of  the  board  of  can- 
vassers in  connection  with  the  publication  of  the  official  canvass, 
and  also  the  direction  not  to  ^'  audit  or  allow  any  claim  at  a 
greater  rate  or  amount  than  that^ed  hy  law  or  by  a  contract 
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under  which  any  services  were  rendered  or  materials  fur- 
nished'' 

SOf  too,  as  to  the  mode  of  procedure.  The  bills  are  to  be 
read  aloud  at  the  time  of  presentation,  entered  by  the  clerk 
of  the  board  in  a  suitable  book  or  joumali  and  laid  on  the 
table  for  four  days  thereafter  for  objections. 

^^All  objections '^  made  within  the  four  days  are  to  be  duly 
considered  by  the  board.  The  words  ^^  all  objections  ^  are 
surely  broad  enough  to  cover  the  major  as  weU  as  the  minor, 
the  legality  as  weU  as  extent  of  claim.  It  is  also  urged  that 
the  general  laws  of  the  state  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act,  afforded  adequate  remedies  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  all  legal  claims,  and  that,  therefore,  the  provisions  in 
question  are  supererogatory  under  any  other. tiian  the  ex- 
treme construction  contended  for.  This  view,  however, 
overlooks  the  fact  that  even  for  those  whose  claims  are  of 
undoubted  validity,  a  special  fund  is  provided  with  a  pro- 
cedure which  contemplates  payment  within  thirty  days  from 
the  passage  of  the  act.  It  also  overlooks  the  equitable  spirit 
which  pervades  the  act,  and  which  authorizes  the  board  to 
condder  the  claims  of  those  who  with  but  doubtful  legal 
right  are  yet  entitled,  having  acted  in  good  faith,  under  cover 
of  legal  authority  and  equitable  consideration.  Take,  for  in» 
stance,  the  provision  respecting  the  publication  of  the  official 
canvasses.  Here  all  publications  actually  made  under  the 
autiiority  of  the  board  of  canvassers  are  legalized  and  pay- 
ment required. 

Whether  the  board  of  canvassers  directed  such  publica- 
tions without  any  legal  authority,  or,  having  a  limited  author- 
ity, exceeded  their  powers  with  reference  to  the  number  of 
the  newspapers  or  the  extent  of  such  publication.  The  in- 
nocent proprietor  who  published  bona  fide^  relying  on  such 
authority,  is  protected.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  act  in  ques- 
tion was  a  necessary  and  just  supplement  to  existing  laws, 
and  that  the  construction  which  the  court  puts  upon  it,  is  in 


204  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

The  People  agt  Green. 

harmony  with  its  purpose  and  spirit.  It  remains  but  to  ap- 
ply these  views  to  the  case  of  the  relator. 

A  large  part  of  the  publication  for  which  he  claims^  viz., 
those  specified  in  schedules  C;  D^  E,  and  F  annexed  to  his 
affidavit^  were  made  apparently  without  any  contract^  express 
or  implied,  and  without  any  legal  authority  or  even  official 
request  The  allowance  of  such  claims  would  be  pure  gra- 
tuity^  and  the  court  wiU  not  by  mandamtiSf  a  writ  which 
only  issues  in  cases  of  unquestionable  legal  right^  direct  the 
board  even  to  consider  them. 

A  part  of  the  relator's  services,  however,  (viz.:  those  speci- 
fied in  schedules  A  and  B  appended  to  his  affidavit),  was 
performed  under  color  of  legal  authority.  On  the  1st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1868,  his  newspaper,  the  Daily  Democrat^  was  selected 
by  the  mayor  and  comptroller,  under  chapter  853  of  the  laws 
of  that  year,  as  one  of  the  journals  wherein  the  proceedings 
of  the  conmion  council  and  the  notices  of  its  committees 
should  be  published.  In  1869,  there  was  no  legislation  on 
the  subject  In  1&70,  the  mayor  and  comptroller  were 
authorized  to  designate  seven  daily  and  six  weekly  news- 
papers for  such  advertising  purposes,  and  it  was  declared  to 
be  unlawful  to  pay  any  money  for  advertising  thereafter  made 
or  incurred,  of  any  description,  for  or  on  account  of  the  cor- 
poration, except  to  such  newspapers  {laws  of  1870,  chapter 
883).  No  designations  were  made  under  this  act,  and  the 
power  thereby  conferred  remained  unexecuted.  In  1871, 
the  mayor  and  comptroller  were  authorized  to  designate, 
from  time  to  time,  nine  morning  or  evening  daily,  and  nine 
weekly  newspapers,  to  publish  such  digest  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  common  council  as  might  be  prepared  and  auth- 
orized by  this  act 

All  the  newspapers  authorized  by  this  act  were  duly  de- 
signated, but  none  of  the  relator's  journals  were  selected. 
The  advertising  specified  in  schedules  A  and  B  was  done  in 
1870  after  the  passage  of  chapter  383  of  the  laws  of  that 
year,  and  solely  under  the  authority  of  the  designation  of 
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December  1;  1868.  If  the  work  had  been  done  at  the  de- 
signation of  the  nine  daily  and  nine  weekly  newspapers  under 
the  act  of  1871;  it  would  have  been  plainly  illegal,  and  the 
court  could  not  have  treated  it  as  within  even  the  broad  lan- 
guage and  equitable  spirit  of  the  act  of  1872.  But  it  was  all 
done  in  1870  without  any  notice,  express  or  implied,  of  the 
revocation  of  the  original  appointment,  and  it  may  well  be  in 
view  of  the  failure  to  designate  afresh  the  absence  of  any  re- 
vocation or  other  notice,  and  the  necessity  which  existed  for 
some  corporation  advertising  that  the  proprietors  of  the  four 
daily  and  three  weekly  newspapers,  which  had  been  de- 
signated under  the  act  of  1868,  thus  deemed  their  appoint- 
ments to  have  been  continued  under  the  act  of  1870.  At  all 
events,  that  part  of  the  work  was  beneficial  and  necessary  so 
long  as  the  power  remained  unexecuted  and  was  done  under 
color  of  legal  authority,  and  if  the  above  view  is  correct,  it 
comes  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of  1872,  and  is  thereby 
directed  to  be  audited,  allowed  and  paid. 

A  mandamus  must,  therefore,  issue  requiring  the  board  to 
audit  the  claims  embraced  in  said  schedules  A  and  B.  It 
will  then  be  for  the  board  to  investigate  the  details,  and 
satisfy  itself  that  the  advertisements  were  actually  inserted 
and  published  as  charged,  and  to  audit  such  items  as  in  this 
view' of  their  legality  may  be  found  to  be  just,  but  at  no 
greater  rate  or  amount  than  fixed  by  law  or  by  a  contract 
under  which  such  services  were  rendered.  And  if  there  be 
no  express  contract,  then  the  board  should  audit  upon  the 
basis  of  the  quantum  meruit^  viz.,  of  an  implied  contract  to 
pay  what  the  services  are  reasonably  worth.  This  is  a  matter 
within  the  discretion  of  the  board,  and  the  mandamus  will 
only  direct  the  principle  upon  which  it  should  act,  without 
interfering  with  the  fullest  exercise  of  this  discretion.  In 
all  other  respects  the  motion  is  denied.  Let  the  order  be 
settled  upon  one  day's  notice. 
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SUPREME   COURT. 
John  A.  Jobdan  agt.  Hquk  Kent. 

lb  an  aetion  agsdnst  a  stakeholder  to  reeoTor  mono  j  deposited  with  him  as  a  bet  or 
wager  apon  the  resalt  of  a  horse  race,  it  most  appear  that  there  were  two  or  more 
contraotiog  parties  having  mntnal  or  reciprocal  rights  to  the  money  or  things 
wagered. 

The  plamtiff  in  this  case  pat  Into  the  defendant's  hands,  who  was  secretarj  of  a 
driving  association,  $60,  as  an  entrance  fee,  to  entitle  him  to  trot  his  horse  over 
the  race  coarse  in  competition  with  other  horses  for  two  parses  of  $300  each.  The 
plaintiff  trotted  one  of  said  races,  and  was  beaten,  and  the  other  race  was  with- 
drawn on  acconnt  of  bad  weather,  and  the  association  tendered  the  plaintiff  $30, 
which  he  refased  to  receive. 

In  an  action  against  tlie  defendant  to  recover  the  $60  thns  deposited,  heldf  that 
there  was  not  an  j  sach  contract  of  wager  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as 
coald  sostain  the  action. 

Wayne  Circuity  Aprilj  1872. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  made  a  bet  or  wager  upon  the  event  of  a  horse 
race,  and  the  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  defendant;  as  stake- 
holder,  the  sum  of  $60. 

The  answer  denied  the  complaint^  and  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  secretary  of  the  Palmyra  Driving  Association. 
That  in  the  summer  of  1871^  said  association  arranged  and 
advertised  certain  races.  That  the  plaintiff  entered  his  horse 
in  two  races,  and  paid  as  entrance-money  $60,  to  wit,  ten 
per  cent,  of  two  premiums  of  $300  each.  That  he  trotted  one 
of  said  races,  and  was  beaten,  and  the  other  race  was  with- 
drawn on  account  of  bad  weather,  and  that  the  association 
tendered  the  plaintiff  $30,  which  he  refused  to  receive. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Wayne  Circuit,  in  April,  1872, 
by  the  court  without  a  jury.     The  evidence  tended  to  sus- 
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tain  fhe  answer,  and  the  court  found  the  facts  substantially 
therein  alleged. 


C.  JoBDAN,  for  plaintiff. 
Chas.  McLotJTH,  far  defendant. 

E,  Dabwin  Smith,  J. — This  action  is  brought  under  the 
statute  to  recover  the  money  received  by  the  defendant  upon 
a  wager.  The  complaint  states  that  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  June,  1871,  at  Palmyra,  N, 
T.^  entered  into  a  wager  or  wagers  upon  the  result  or  event 
of  a  horse  race  or  races,  then  about  to  take  place  at  or  near 
Palmyra,  aforesaid.  Bouvier  defines  a  wager  to  be  ^^  a  con- 
tract by  which  two  parties  or  more  agree  that  a  certain  sum 
of  money  or  other  thing  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  one  of 
them  on  the  happening  or  not  happening  of  an  uncertain 
event.'^ 

This  definition  implies,  that  to  every  wager  there  must  be 
two  or  more  contracting  parties  having  mutual  or  reciprocal 
rights  in  respect  to  the  money  or  other  things,  that  are 
wagered,  and  usually  called  the  stalces  of  the  bet  or  wager, 
and  that  each  of  the  parties  shall  jeopardize  something,  and 
have  the  chance  to  make  something  or  to  recover  the  stakes 
or  thing  bet  or  wagered  upon  the  determinating  of  the  con- 
tingent or  uncertain  event  in  his  favor. 

The  proof  in  the  case  utterly  fails  to  prove  the  complaint, 
or  to  show  that  there  was  any  such  contract  of  wager  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 

The  defendant  did  not  put  up  or  pledge  or  jeopardize  any- 
thing to  depend  upon  the  result  of  the  horse  race  in  question. 
He  put  in  no  money  and  he  was  not  in  any  event  to  receive 
any  money.  He  had  no  chance  to  make  or  receive  any 
money  or  other  things  depending  upon  the  result  of  such 
races. 

The  plaintiff  put  into  his  hands  S60,  as  an  entrance-fee  to 
entitle  him  to  run  his  horse  over  the  race  course  in  question, 


208 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Jordan  agt  Kent, 


in  competition  with  other  horses  for  two  purses  of  $300 
eacli.  If  there  was  any  contract  of  wager,  the  other  party 
to  such  contract  must  be  the  owner  of  the  other  horses^  who 
put  up  a  like  sum  or  paid  a  like  entrance-fee  for  the  privi- 
lege of  competing  for  such  purses.  The  complaint  does  not 
set  up  any  contract  of  wager  with  any  such  persons. 

It  sets  up  a  contract  of  wager  soldy  with  the  defendant^ 
between  whom  and  the  plaintiff  there  was  certainly  no  such 
contract  At  most,  the  defendant  might  be  deemed,  perhaps, 
a  stakeholder  between  the  parties  competing  for  said  purses, 
if  any  contract  existed  between  such  persons. 

But  the  defendant  clearly  was  not  such  contracting  party, 
and  the  plaintiff  having  entirely  fiailed  to  prove  the  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  complaint,  the  cause  must  be  dismissed. 

Compl^t  dismissed. 


♦  *'  .'■> 


h. 


•  I 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT, 

HEsntT  WissEB,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt  James  O'Brien, 
sherifi,  ftc,  defendant  and  respondent 


Where  on  the  trial  of  a  eaase  for  claim  and  deliyery  of  personal  property  under  a 
chattel  mortgage  payable  on  demand,  and  the  qoeetion  whether  a  demand  was 
made  before  salt  brought,  was  not  raised  on  the  trial  —  evidence  being  given  hj 
both  parties  and  the  cause  submitted :  Hddf  that  if  a  demand  was  necessary 
before  suit  brought,  it  was  too  late  to  raise  it  for  the  first  time  on  appeal 

A  chattel  mortgage  once  refiled  within  thirty  days  next  preceding  the  expiration  of 
the  first  year,  continues  valid  without  farther  refiling  in  subsequent  years  (See 
NtmU  agt  Warren,  44  N,  T.,  244). 


General  Term.     October^  1872. 

JBe/ore  Freedhan  and  Cubtis,  J.J.  , 

The  action  was  brought  as  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery 
under  the  code.  It  was  brought  by  plaintiff  as  mortgagee  of 
chattels  against  the  defendant  who  seized  them  under  an  ex- 
ecation  against  the  mortgagor. 

The  defendant  claimed  that  it  the  time  of  the  seizure  the 
mortgagor  had  a  leviable  interest  in  the  property. 

The  mortgage  was  payable  on  demand.  It  was  executed 
May  4th,  1867 ;  filed  May  5th,  1867 ;  refiled  May  4th,  1868, 
and  May  8th,  1869. 

The  defendant  seized  the  property  under  an  execution  is-^ 
sued  August,  1869,  on  a  judgment  against  the  mortgagor  of 
December  4th,  1 867. 

Upon  the  trial  evidence  was  given  on  both  sides,  and  at 
its  dose  the  court  was  requested  by  plaintiff's  counsel  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  which  motion  the  court  denied, 
and  to  which  ruling  plaintiff's  counsel  duly  excepted. 

The  court,  thereupon,  on  motion  of  defendant's  counsel, 
Vou  XLIV.  14 
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directed  a  verdict  for  defeadant,  to  which  direction  plaintiff's 
counsel  duly  excepted. 

Upon  the  verdict  rendered  as  directed,  judgment  was  en- 
tered, dismissing  plaintiff's  complaint  upon  the  meritS|  and 
for  defendant's  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Joseph  M.  Dixon,  for  appellant 
A.  J.  Vanderpoel,  for  re^ondent 

By  the  court :  Fbeedman,  J. — ^It  may  well  be  that  the 
doctrine  of  Broum  agt  Cook  (3  E.  B.  Smithy  123)  and  Houh 
land  agt  WiUett  (3  Sandf.j  607),  to  the  effect,  that  where  a 
chattel  mortgage  is  payable  on  demand,  it  is  payable  imme- 
diately, and  no  demand  of  payment  is  necessary,  before  the 
mortgagor  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  tak- 
ing the  mortgaged  property  under  an  execution  against  the 
mortgagor,  has  been  shaken  by  the  decisions  of  the  court  of 
appeals  in  Evil  agt  Camley  (1  JTem,  501) ;  Hull  agt.  Cam- 
leifj  executrix  (17  N.  Z,  202) ;  Goulett  agt  Asseler  (22  N.  Y., 
225) ;  Manning  agt  Monahan  (23  N.  7*.,  5^9,  and  8.  <7.,  28 
N.  Y.J  585),  by  which  that  tribunal,  as  the  court  of  last  resort, 
settled  the  law  of  this  state  to  be,  that  the  mortgagor's  pos- 
sessory right  for  a  definite  period  in  the  chattels  mortgaged, 
coupled  with  his  right  of  redemption,  constitutes  an  interest 
which  is  liable  to  levy  and  sale  on  execution.  But  whether 
such  really  is  or  is  not  the  indirect  result  of  the  last  named 
decisions,  and  whether  a  mortgagor  possessory  right  under  a 
chattel  mortgage  payable  on  demand,  and,  therefore,  payable 
inunediately,  does  or  does  not  constitute  a  leviable  interest 
within  the  true  meaning  of  these  decisions,  are  questions 
which  we  do  not  deem  necessary  to  determine  here. 

The  objection  that  plaintiff  &iled  to  show  a  demand  upon 
the  mortgagor,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised  below.  At 
the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  no  motion  was  made  for 
a  non  suit  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  had  not  shown  enough 
to  maintain  the  action.    The  proof  showed,  that  a  written 
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demand  for  the  return  of  the  goods  had  been  made  by  plain- 
tiff upon  the  sheriff  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
But  as  to  a  demand  upon  the  mortgagor^  the  case  appears  to 
have  been  tried  upon  the  assumption  by  the  court  as  well  as 
the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  either,  that  such  de- 
mand was  not  necessary,  or,  if  material,  that  it  was  duly 
made-and  that  such  fact  was  too  incontrovertible  to  be  dis- 
puted. Under  these  circumstances,  and  in  view  of  the  fisu^t, 
that  appellant's  counsel  has  strenuously  insisted,  and  we  are 
inclined  to  believe,  that,  if  the  objection  had  been  raised,  it 
could  and  would  have  been  readily  obviated  by  proof,  the 
ends  of  justice  require,  that  we  should  not  entertain  the 
objection,  if  it  is  one,  on  appeal  for  the  first  time.  Although 
it  is  true  that,  if  a  judgment,  or  order,  or  ruling,  is  right  in 
point  of  law,  on  which  the  court  below  proceeded,  is  no 
reason  for  reversing  it ;  yet  it  is  equally  true,  that  that  rule 
ia  forced  only,  when  all  the  facts  are  before  the  court,  and 
from  them  it  appears  that  the  correction  of  the  theoretical 
error  is  not  at  all  important  to  a  correct  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion involved.  Whenever  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  an 
erroneous  view  of  the  law,  expressed  and  enforced  by  the 
court  below,  induced  the  appellant  to  abstain  from  offering 
evidence,  which  would  have  been  material  to  him  under  the 
view  taken  by  the  appellate  court,  or  whenever  it  is  made  to 
appear,  that  a  materied  fact  was  assumed  in  the  court  below 
to  exist,  without  any  objection  on  account  of  the  want  of 
evidence  thereof,  the  appellate  court  in  either  case  will  de- 
cline to  enforce  the  rule  referred  to. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  remaining  for  our  considera- 
tion is,  whether  or  not  plaintiff's  mortgage,  which  has  not 
been  impeached  as  fraudulent  against  cr^itors,  ceased  to  be 
valid  against  the  execution  creditors,  represented  by  the  de- 
fendant by  reason  of  plaintiff's  omission  to  refile  a  true  copy 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  mortgage,  which  was  pay- 
able on  demand^  was  executed  on  the  4th  of  May,  1867;  that 
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the  following  day  a  copy  of  it  was  duly  filed ;  that  a  copy 
was  refiled  on  the  4th  of  May,  1868,  that  still  another  copy 
was  filed  on  the  8th  of  May,  1869,  and  that  the  sheriff  seized 
the  property  under  an  execution  issued  on  the  5th  of  August, 
1869,  on  a  judgment  obtained  against  the  mortgagor  on  the 
4th  of  December,  1867.  Consequently,  in  directing  a  ver- 
dict against  the  plaintiff  on  the  merits,  no  objection  having 
been  raised  on  account  of  the  absence  of  proof  above  referred 
to,  Justice  McCuNK,  who  presided  at  the  trial,  must  have 
held,  as  appellant's  counsel  insisted  he  did  hold,  that  the  re- 
filing of  the  8th  of  May,  1869,  was  too  late,  and  for  that 
reason  was  no  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute. But  as  the  commissioners  of  appeals  have  since  held  in 
NetoeU  agt  Warren  (44  N.  F.,  244),  that  a  mortgage,  once 
refiled  within  thirty  days  next  preceding  the  expiration  of 
the  first  year,  continues  valid  without  further  refiling  in  sub- 
sequent years,  the  said  ruling  constituted  a  error,  for  which 
judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  is  to  be  granted, 
with  costs  to  appellant  to  abide  the  event. 

CuBTis,  J.,  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Jahes  O'Beien,  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
agt  The  Mechanics  and  Tbadebs  Fibe  Lysubance  Com- 
pany. 


To  bind  the  propertj  of  which  manaal  delivery  cannot  be  made,  by  the  ezecation 
and  aenriee  of  an  aUachmtni^  the  noUce  accompanying  the  attachment  of  a  levy 
apoD  all  the  property  of  the  defendant,  mast  specify  the  T^aHicMXar  property  wmght 
to  be  reached,  of  which  manaal  delivery  cannot  be  made.  A  general  notice  with 
the  levy  of  the  attachment  is  insufficient  for  that  purpose. 


TrujH  Terniy  December ^  1872. 

Van  Vokst,  J. — ^This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  to  recover  the 
amount  claimed  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  issued  by 
the  defendant  to  E.  S.  Caudler,  whose  property  was  destroyed 
by  fire,  in  Bellville,  Florida.  The  plaintiff  claims  to  be  en- 
titled to  bring  the  action  in  virtue  of  a  levy  and  seizure  claim, 
to  have  been  made  by  him  under  certain  warrants  of  attach- 
ment, issued  out  of  the  supreme  court,  in  actions  against 
Gaudier  in  favor  of  certain  of  his  creditors,  residing  in  New 
York. 

The  235th  section  of  the  code  of  procedure  prescribes  the 
manner  in  which  attachments  under  the  code  shall  be  ex- 
ecuted, so  as  to  bind  property,  of  which  manual  delivery  can- 
not be  made. 

They  are  to  be  executed  by  leaving  a  certified  copy  of  the 
warrant  with  the  person  holding  such  property,  "with  a 
notice  showing  the  property  levied  on.^^ 

The  claim  upon  the  insurance  company  in  favor  of  Cand- 
ler, at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  attachment,  had  not 
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been  adjusted  and  was  in  fact  in  dispute,  and  was  of  the 
nature  of  property  of  which  manual  delivery  could  not  be 
made. 

The  question  raised  by  the  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss 
the  complaint  is,  was  the  attachment  served  on  the  property 
in  question,  that  is  the  claim  of  Gaudier  on  the  defendant, 
the  insurance  company  f  A  certified  copy  of  the  attach- 
ment was  served  by  the  sherifi*  upon  the  defendant  in  this 
action,  and  it  was  accompanied  with  a  notice,  general  in  its 
form,  claiming  to  attach  ^^  all  the  property,  real  and  personal, 
debts,  credits  and  effects  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment, 
embracing  money,  bank  notes,  books,  vouchers,  papers,'^  &c., 
&c.,  in -the  possession,  or  which  might  come  into  the  posses- 
sion, of  the  defendant  in  this  action. 

There  was  no  specific  mention  in  the  notice,  accompany- 
ing thS  copy  attachment  sent,  of  the  policy  of  insurance  in 
question,  nor  of  the  claim  of  Oaudler  therein.  It  was  not 
pointed  out  in  the  notice. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  that  an  attachment,  accom- 
panied by  a  notice  of  a  levy  upon  all  the  property  of  the 
defendant,  without  specifying  the  particular  property  sought 
to  be  reached  was  insufficient  and  constituted  no  levy  upon 
such  specific  property. 

There  have  been  repeated  adjudications  to  this  effect  in  this 
court  {Kuhlman  agt  Orser,  5  Duer.^  24S ;  Wilson  agt  Dutp- 
catty  1 1  Ahb.j  3). 

The  court  of  appeals  has  also  so  decided  in  the  case  of 
Clarice  agt  Goodrich  (41  N.  F.,  210),  in  which  the  ad- 
judications of  this  court  on  that  subject  are  approved. 

I  have  been  referred  to  the  case  of  KeUyj  sheriffs  agt 
Roberts  (40  N.  F.,  432),  as  holding  a  contrary  doctrine. 

But  an  examination  of  that  case  shows,  that  the  sheriff  in 
the  first  instapce  served  a  general  notice  with  a  certified  copy 
of  the  attachment,  and  then  demanded  of  the  party  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  claim  on  debt  sought  to  be  attached. 

That  a  certificate  was  refused,  and  an  order  was  obtained 
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for  the  examination  of  the  party,  and  that  after  such  examina* 
tion  another  copy  of  the  attachment  and  general  notice,  with 
a  special  notice  accompanjring  same,  pointing  out  the  parti- 
cular claim  to  be  attached,  was  served  upon  this  party. 

Under  such  circumstances  the  action  was  held,  to  be  pro- 
perly brought  by  the  sheriff  to  recover  the  claim. 

I  cannot  disregard  these  authorities  and  must  acknowledge 
their  controlling  force,  and  must  hold  that  the  claim  of 
Gaudier  against  the  insurance  company  has  not  been  at« 
tached  by  the  sheriff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  such  titie 
to  the  property,  as  to  enable  him  to  maintain  this  action, 
and  that  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 


\ 


w 
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In  the  matter  of  Berrian. 


U-  S.  DISTRICT  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  John  M.  Bekrian  and  Cornelius  A.  Ber- 

RiAN;  bankrupts. 

That  where  a  partnership  is  in  hankmptcy,  and  the  separate  estate  of  one  partner  is 
more  than  enough  to  pay  his  separate  debts,  at  the  amoauts  proved  as  they  stood 
at  the  time  of  the  adjudication,  without  computinj^  interest  thereon  after  that  time, 
the  surplus  of  such  estate,  qviar  such  debts,  is  to  be  added  to  the  partnership  es- 
tate, and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  joint  debts,  before  paying  such  interest  on 
the  separate  debts. 

Southern  District  of  New  York. 

John  Fitch,  register.  —  This  case  is  pending  before  me. 
The  following  question  arose  at  the  adjourned  second  meeting 
of  the  creditors  of  said  bankrupts,  held  on  the  12th  day  of 
November,  1872,  and  was  stated  and  agreed  to  in  writing,  as 
follows :  Claims  againstthe  separate  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
John  M.  Berrian,  including  computation  of  interest  up  to  the 
date  of  the  adjudication  only  have  been  proved. 

At  the  meeting  of  creditors,  held  November  1 2th,  1872,  it 
appears  by  the  assignee's  account,  that  he  has  collected 
sufficient  money  to  pay  all  the  debts  proved  against  the 
separate  estate  of  John  M.  Berrian,  and  leave  a  surplus. 

Joint  creditors  of  the  bankrupts  have  proved  claims  against 
the  joint  estate  of  the  bankrupts  to  the  amount  of  $49,712.- 
10  and  upwards,  which  the  surplus  arising  from  John  M. 
Berrian's  separate  estate  is  not  sufficient  to  pay. 

The  separate  creditors  of  John  M.  Berrian  clain^  that 
before  the  surplus  of  his  separate  estate  is  applied  to  the 
payment  of  the  joint  debts,  the  interests  on  the  separate  debts 
of  John  M.  Berrian  shall  be  computed  from  the  day  of  ad- 


.  NEW  YOEK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.     217 

In  the  matter  of  Berrian. 

judication,  and  the  surplus  applied  to  the  payment  of  such 
interest 

The  assignee  claims  that  the  surplus  is  not  to  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  joint  debts,  and  not  to  the  payment  of  in- 
terest which  has  accrued  since  the  adjudication  on  the  se- 
parate debts  of  John  M.  Berrian. 

The  legal  points  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  arising  in 
this  case  upon  the  statement  of  facts,  are :  First. — Can  in- 
terest be  allowed  upon  any  claim,  proven  and  allowed  by  the 
register  as  against  any  estate,  after  the  date  of  the  adjudica- 
tion of  bankruptcy  f  Or  the  question  in  this  case  may  be 
stated  thus :  Is  it  lawful  for  the  asignee  to  allow  the  sepa- 
rate creditors  of  the  estate,  interest  on  their  respective  claims, 
as  proven,  from  the  date  of  the  adjudication  to  the  date,  of 
the  order  of  distribution,  before  paying  the  joint  creditors  of 
the  estate  f  Second. — ^If  interest  can  be  so  paid,  then,  upon 
i^hat  debts  or  claims,  and  under  what  circumstances  f 

Section  19  of  the  bankrupt  act,  applicable  to  this  case,  is 
as  follows : 

**  That  all  debts  due  and  payable  from  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  and  all  debts  then 
existing  but  not  payable  until  a  future  day — a  rebate  of  in- 
terest being  made  when  no  interest  is  payable  by  the  terma 
of  contract — ^may  be  proved  against  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt. All  demands  against  the  bankrupt,  for  or  on  account 
of  any  goods  or  chattels  wrongfully  taken,  converted,  or 
withheld  by  him,  may  be  proved  and  allowed  as  debts  to  the 
amount  of  the  value  of  the  property  so  taken  or  withheld, 
with  interest.'^ 

Section  19  of  the  bankrupt  act  is  bi;t  a  condensation  of  the 
insolvent  laws  of  the  respective  states  as  well  as  of  the  Eng- 
lish bankrupt  laws,  but  more  especially  of  the  insolvent  laws 
of  New-Tork  and  Massachusetts.  To  the  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  these  two  states,  and  also  to  the  English  courts, 
this  court  must  look  for  precedents  in  the  decision  of  these 
questions. 
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By  the  uniform  decisions  of  our  state  courts^  interest  fol- 
lows the  principal  as  soon  as  due^  and  as  soon  as  a  sum  cer- 
tain Js  found  to  be  due  between  debtor  and  creditor^  interest 
attaches*  It  also  attaches  in  case  of  default  in  not  pajring 
money,  the  nondelivery  of  property,  and  the  failure  to  per- 
form a  specific  contract  (2  N.  F.,  135;  Id,  408).  Such  was  the 
practice  established  under  the  English  commoii  law  and  the 
decisions  thereunder. 

The  bankrupt  law  discharging  a  debtor  from  his  debts,  is 
an  act  of  sovereignty,  authorized  by  section  8,  clause  4,  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States ;  is  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law,  suspends  and  invalidates  the  same— was  re- 
quired by  considerations  of  public  good,  public  policy,  and 
for  the  welfare  of  the  nation.  In  construing  its  provisions, 
the  court  should  ^ve  it  such  a  construction  as  will  best  car- 
ry out  the  intention  of  its  makers.  Such  intention  may  be 
ascertained  by  reference  to  the  causes  which  led  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  law.  And  further,  when  the  source,  from  which 
the  words  used  in  framing  a  statute,  is  found  by  the  courts, 
viz.,  other  statutes  or  judicial  opinions,  it  is  but  reasonable 
that  the  decision  of  the  courts  upon  such  statutes  should 
be  followed  with  reason,  prudence  and  judgment. 

In  the  case  of  Dudley  agt  Mctyhew  (3  N.  F.,  9)  the  court 
held  that,  ^^  Where  a  statute  confers  a  right,  and  prescribes 
adequate  means  of  protecting  it,  the  person  possessing  the 
right  is  confined  to  it,  and  must  be  governed  by  it."  That 
principle  is  applicable  to  this  case,  as  the  bankrupt  law  gives 
each  creditor  the  right  to  prove  his  claim,  and  to  receive 
whatever  dividend  may  be  paid  thereon.  If  a  creditor  takes 
this  right,  it  must  be  taken  with  the  conditions  and  restric- 
tions thereon  set  forth  in  the  law,  the  same  as  he  would  have 
to  take  it  at  common  law. 

It  was  the  uniform  practice  under  the  New- York  insolvent 
law  to  compute  interest  upon  claims  up  to  the  date  of  the 
assignment  as  provided  for  in  the  act.  And  where  the 
claims'  proven  were  greater  than  the  estate  (which  is  alwajrs 
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the  case  nnder  state  insolvent  laws,  where  preferences  are  al- 
lowedy  and  the  fistvored  few  divide  the  entire  proceeds  of  the 
estate  among  themselves^  and  exclude  the  nonfavored  credi- 
tors) interest  conld  not  be  allowed.  It  was  legal^  however, 
to  allow  interest  on  the  claim  as  computed  after  the  payment 
of  the  principaL  If  such  a  thing  could  occur  under  any  in- 
solvent law  allowing  preferences,  a  sunilar  rule  prevailed  in 
New  Jersey.  The  insolvent  law  in  that  state  contains  the 
fundamental  principles  Of  the  New  York  insolvent  law.  The 
proceedings  therein  being  about  the  same  with  a  similar 
ruling  of  the  courts  (Saxton^  672). 

Section  40  of  the  insolvent  law  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
provides  that,  ^^  Every  person,  to  whom  a  debtor  (except  one 
proceeding  under  the  sixth  article)  shall  be  indebted  on  a  valu- 
able consideration,  for  any  sum  of  money  not  due  at  the  time 
of  such  distribution  but  payable  afterwards,  shall  receive  his 
proportion  with  other  creditors,  after  deducting  a  rebate  of 
legal  interest  upon  the  sum  distributed,  for  the  time  unex- ' 
pired  of  such  credit  ^  (1  22.  i.,  ^  18). 

Under  this  provision  interest  was  computed  up  to  the 
date  of  the  assignment  (Ex  parte  Murray^  6  PaigCj  204). 
A  similar  rule  prevails  in  England.  The  English  bank- 
rupt law  stops  interest  on  claims  at  the  date  of  the  fiat 
or  commission,  and  does  not  aUow  interest  to  be  computed 
upon  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  insolvent  {Bohson  on 
Bankruptcy ^.1^^;  Bromley  agt  Goodire^  1  Atk.  79/  ex  parte 
Badger,  4  Ves.^  164;  10  Gray,  263;  9  Ves.j  688;  4  Fe^.,  677/ 
ex  parte  Boardman,  CooJcs  B.  i.,  208/  8  Tauton,  660/  2  JB. 
dt  A.,  305.,  sec.  97,  English  bankrupt  law,  1861. 

By  section  25  of  the  insolvent  law  of  Massachusetts, 
^^  Debts  due  and  payable  from  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  the 
first  publication  of  the  notice  of  issuing  the  warrant,  may  be 
proved  and  allowed  against  his  estate  at  any  meeting ;  and 
all  debts  at  that  time  absolutely  due,  although  not  payable, 
may  be  proved  and  allowed  as  if  payable,  with  a  discount  or 
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rebate  of  interest  when  no  interest  i»  payable  by  the  con- 
tract.'^ 

The  bankrupt  law  requires  all  claims  to  be  proven  in  ac- 
<5ordance  with  the  requirements  of  section  19  of  the  act.  It 
is  imperative,  and  no  evasion  of  it  can  be  allowed  by  the 
courts.  Interest  on  the  claims,  as  specified  by  the  act,  is  to 
be  computed  in  the  manner  so  specified  up  to  the  date  of  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  and  then  the  interest  must  cease, 
unless  upon  the  happening  of  certain  contingencies,  as  I  shall 
hereinafter  describe  {In  re  Omcj  JB.  JJ.  Sup.^  13;  8.  C.j  1 
Bty  361). 

In  this  case,  there  are  individual  debts  and  an  individual 
estate  sufficient  to  pay  the  individual  claims  as  proven  and 
allowed  by  the  court,  and  a  surplus  over.  There  are  large 
claims  against  the  joint  estate,  and  there  cannot  be  any  sur- 
plus with  which  to  pay  the  interest  upon  the  individual 
claims  against  the  separate  estate,  but  the  question  arises  the 
same,  as  if  there  was. 

From  a  careful  reading  of  section  19  of  the  bankrupt  law 
and  the  portions  of  the  insolvent  laws,  of  New  York  and  Massa- 
chusetts, from  which  said  section  was  framed,  I  am  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  congress  not  to  al-^ 
low  interest  on  ordinary  contract  debts  after  the  adjudication, 
unless  when  there  was  a  surplus  after  papng  all  the  debts  of 
the  estate  with  interest  up  to  the  date  of  the  adjudication, 
thus  rendering  the  bankrupt  a  solvent  debtor,  under  the 
same  rules  of  law  that  are  applicable  to  solvent  debtors — 
namely,  that  he  must  pay  his  debts.  Such  was  evidently 
the  intention  of  congress  as  to  all  moneys  arising  from  the 
estate  of  a  bankrupt,  which  was  to  be  distributed  among  the 
general  creditors,  but  as  to  holders  of  specific  liens,  rocognized 
by  the  act,  and  which  were  precedent  to  the  bankruptcy,  it 
is  different ;  there  the  common  law  rule  prevails,  and  interest 
follows  the  principaL 

The  bankrupt  law  does  not  eflTect  the  rights  of  the  lien 
holders,  but  it  does  effect  their  remedy. 


NEW  TOEK  PEACTICE  REPOETS.     281 

f 

In  the  matter  of  Berrian. 

The  constitution  does  not  give  congress  the  power  to  af- 
fect a  legal  or  vested  right,  but  it  does  to  alter,  change,  or 
vaiy  a  remedy.     This  is  what  the  bankrupt  law  has  done. 

The  same  rule  must  hold  in  cases  as  between  individual 
creditors  and  copartnership  creditors,  where  there  are  indi- 
vidual assets  and  copartnership  assets,  as  it  is  a  settled  prin- 
cipal of  law  as  well  as  of  mathematics,  that  rules  applicable 
to  the  greater  are  also  applicable  to  the  less,  therefore  I  infer,, 
and  the  inference  is  fair,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  con- 
gress to  allow  interest  on  debts  against  a  separate  estate  after 
thp  adjudication,  even  when  there  is  a  surplus,  where  there 
are  copartnership  creditors,  until  the  copartnership  creditors 
have  been  paid  the  amount  of  their  respective  claims.  Such 
has  been  the  construction  placed  by  the  courts  of  New-York 
and  Massachusetts,  upon  this  question  of  interest,  arising 
under  their  respective  insolvent  laws  (6  Paigcy  204;  6  Met.^ 
317;  6  Met.y  200. 

In  this  case  the  creditor  of  the  separate  estate  of  John  M. 
Berrian  claims  that  the  assignee  should  pay  him  interest  on 
his  claim  from  the  date  of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
up  to  the  date  of  the  order  of  distribution,  before  any 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  separate  estate  of  John  M.  Ber- 
rian can  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  joint  creditors. 
This  claim  cannot  now  be  allowed.  A  creditor  of  a  separate 
estate,  where  there  are  joint  creditors,  cannot  be  allowed  in- 
terest on  his  daim,  until  after  the  joint  creditors  are  paid 
the  amount  of  their  respective  claims,  as  proved  and  allowed^ 

The  bankrupt  law  allows  interest  up  to  the  date  of  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  it  adds  the  interest  to  the  prin- 
cipal, and  fixes  the  amount  due,  but  interest  accruing  upon 
a  contract  after  that  time  is  not  to  be  computed  or  taken 
cognizance  of,  unless,  as  above  stated,  depending  upon  cer- 
tain contingnences,  thus,  the  bankrupt  law  becomes  equal 
as  well  as  just  m  its  operations,  by  prohibiting  the  courts 
from  computing  interest  on  claims  after  adjudication,  thus, 
all  the  creditors  share  pro  rata  respectively,  when  there  is  an 
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N.   Y.   SUPERIOR   COURT. 
Adbian  H.  Muller  and  others  agt.  Elus  S.  HioginSv 

On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  judg^t  mvnuUtt  no  costs  as  for  a  motion  can  be 
allowed.  The  prevailing  party  ts  entitled  only  to  a  trial  fu  for  the  trial  of  an  is" 
sne  of  fact 

Special  Term^  December^  1872. 

Appeal  from  the  taxation  of  costs. 

On  the  rendering  of  the  verdict  the  defendant  moved  for  a 
new  trial  upon  the  jadge's  minutes,  under  section  264  of  the 
code.  The  motion  was  denied.  Upon  the  taxation  of  the 
plaintiff's  costs,  the  clerk  disallowed  any  other  than  a  motion 
fee  for  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed* 

Mb.  Foster,  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Babcoce,  opposed. 

MoNELL,  J. — The  construction  of  this  court  in  Scudder 
agt.  Gori  (28  How.f  155),  of  the  307th  section  of  the  code 
was,  that  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  a  case,  although 
necessarily  made  at  the  special  term,  carried  the  same  costs, 
as  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  which  could  only  be 
heard  at  the  general  term.  Such  motion  for  a  new  trial  is 
named  in  express  terms  in  the  section,  and  is  given  the  same 
costs  as  upon  an  appeal. 

But  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  made  upon  the  judge's  minutes 
is  not  a  motion  on  a  case ;  and  although  the  grounds  of  the 
motion  are  the  same,  nevertheless,  no  case  is  required  to  be 
prepared,  or  settled,  or  used  on  the  motion. 

The  construction,  therefore,  of  the  section  in  Scudder  agt* 
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Gofi  will  not  admit  of  its  coming  or  being  extended  to  any 
other  motion  for  a  new  trial,  than  sach  as  is  made  upon  a 
case  regularly  made  and  settled. 

Neither  in  my  judgment  is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  the  fee 
prescribed  for  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  law.  A  motion  of  this 
character  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  within  the  code's  defini- 
tion of  a  trial — ^namely,  ^^  a  judicial  examination  of  the  issues 
between  the  parties  ^  (^  252). 

But  as  this  court  at  general  term^  many  years  ago,  in  an 
opinion  whicb  is  fortified  by  several  decisions  of  other  courts 
{Mechanics  Banking  Ass.  agt.  Kierstedy  1 0  Hotv.y  400),  and 
subsequently  sustained  in  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  {Place  agt.  The  Butternuts  TT.  di  C.  Co.y  28  How.y 
184),  held,  that  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  was  a  trial 
within  the  definition  alluded  to,  I  am  constrained  to  apply 
the  principle  to  a  like  motion,  made  upon  the  Judy's  min- 
utes. There  is  no  difference  between  the  motions  as  respects 
this  question. 

If  one  is  a  trial,  the  other  is  equally  so. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  subsequent  decision  or  amendment 
of  the  code,  which  deprives  the  case  referred  to  of  its  author- 
ity. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  trial  fee  for  the  trial  of  an  is- 
sue of  &ct,  but  not  to  any  costs  as  for  a  motion. 
Yob  XLiy.  15 
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COURT  OF  APPEAIA 

WHiLiAU  M.  Clabkb  agt  Francis  GK)OdridgB|  surviTori  Ac 

James  Drakb  et  oZ.  agt  The  SahE|  defendant 

Three  actions. 


A  theriff  haying  returned  *  warrant  of  attachment  at  "merged  in  ezeentioii,"  md 
also  haying  retamed  the  execution,  wUla  6ojia,  it  oonolnded  bj  aneh  retam%  and 
has  no  farther  rights  or  powers  b/  yirtne  of  having  had  the  attachment.  His 
powen  terminated  with  the  retom  of  the  prooeas.  An  aliaa  dzeeutkm  silbat- 
qnentl7  issued,  ooold  not  revive  them. 

The  sheriff  served  a  cop/  of  an  attachment  on  the  Banic  of  the  Bepnblie,  with  a  no- 
tioe  sho5!^g  that  he  levied  on  *'the  bank  acooant  of  the  defendant,  Goodridge, 
and  an/  debt  dne  or  owing  from  the  bank  to  him."  At  the  time  of  this  levy 
nothing  was  owing  to  Goodridge  from  the  bank,  and  nothing  remained  to  hit  cre- 
dit in  the  bank  account ;  bat  certain  stocks  of  Goodridge  were  in  pledge  to  the 
bank  for  loans,  which  stocks  at  the  time  were  worth  no  more  than  the  bank  had 
loaned  npon  them.  Subseqnentlj  an  advance  in  stocks  enabled  the  bank  to  tell 
them,  to  at  to  realize  a  balance  which  wat  passed  to  the  credit  of  Goodridge  in 
the  bank  «ccoant  After  each  sale  no  farther  lev/  was  made  b/  the  sheriff,  bat 
instead  thereof  he  had  retamed  the  process.  Held^  that  the  debt  had  not  been 
attached,  at  it  wat  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  lev/ ;  and  at  no  lev/  was 
made  after,  it  was  a  subsisting  debt 

The  notice  served  b/  the  sheriff,  was  a  sofficient  compliance  with  $  235  of  the 
code.    Per  DAHiXLt  and  Jjlmbb,  JJ. 

The  sufflclenc/  of  the  notice  was  not  in  question  in  the  case     Per  Gbover  and 

LOTT.'JJ. 

The  notice  was  insufficient.    Huirr,  Ch.  J. 

A  receiver  in  supplementar/  proceedings  in  Clarke's  action,  having  become  vested 
with  all  the  personal  estate  of  the  Judgment  debtor,  including  debts  owing  to  him 
{Oodif  $  398),  at  a  time  when  no  process  was  in  the  sheriff's  bands,  it  was  keld^ 
that  the  receiver  wat  entitled  to  the  propert/. 

September  Term^  1869) 

The  cases  of  Clarke  agt.  Goodridge  (41  N.  Y.j  210)^  and 
of  Drake  et  dL  agt  Goodridge  (54  Barh.j  78)  are  so  imper- 
fectly and  incorrectly  reported^  that  much  misunderstanding 
has  been  caused  and  great  difficulty  experienced  in  determin- 
ing what  was  actually  decided  in  those  cases. 
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The  reporter  in  64  Barb.y  78^  states  that  they  were  ^^  mo- 
tiooB  to  vacate  attachmeotSy"  which  is  entirely  incorrect 

An  examination  of  the  papers  used  in  the  court  of  appeals 
shows  that  two  motions,  involving  substantially  the  same 
question^  were  argued  together. 

The  first  was  a  motion  made  by  Drake  &  Co.,  under  ^  294 
<if  the  code,  to  require  Hie  Bank  of  ihe  Bepublic  to  pay  over 
to  the  sheriff  a  debt  owing  from  them  to  GoodridgOi  the 
sheriff  holding  a  seoond  or  alias  execution,  issued  to  him  by 
Drake  &  Co.,  after  he  had  returned  their  prior  execution  and 
also  certain  attachments  previously  held  by  him,  issued  by 
Drake  &  Co. 

The  second  was  a  motion  made  by  Clarke  and  by  John  D. 
Taylor,  a  receiver,  appointed  in  Clarke's  action  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings  against  Goodridge,  had,  in  said  action, 
to  require  the  sheriff  to  pay  over  to  said  receiver  certain 
money  held  by  him,  collected  on  said  alias  execution  fi*om 
Verhuven  &  Co.,  another  debtor  of  GK)odridge ;  the  said  re- 
ceiver having  become  vested  with  all  personal  property  of 
Gk>odridge  after  the  return  of  the  attachment  and  of  the  first 
execution  of  the  sheri£^  and  before  the  issuing  of  said  second 
execution. 

Clarke  and  Taylor,  as  receiver,  opposed  the  first  motion, 
and  Drake  &  Co.  opposed  the  second.  The  bank  appeared, 
and  oflfered  to  pay  the  money  to  either  party  entitled  to  it. 
Goodridge  made  no  appearance.  The  only  question,  there- 
fore, on  either  motion  was,  whether  the  receiver  had  become 
vested  with  the  titie  to  said  two  sums  of  money,  as  against 
Drake  is  Co.  or  the  sheriff,  holding  their  alias  execution. 

Inosaham,  J.,  at  special  term,  adjudged  both  sums  to  the 
receiver. 

Drake  &  Co.  appealed,  and  the  general  term,  by  Clerks 
and  Barnasd,  J  J.,  overruled  that  decision,  and  discussed  the 
sufficiency  of  the  sherifi  's  proceedings  under  the  attachment 
as  constituting  a  levy ;  apparentiy  overlooking  entirely  that 
that  question  was  not  before  the  court,  on  account  of  the 
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sheriff's  return  of  the  attachments  and  of  the  execution  into 
which  they  had  been  merged^  before  the  receiver  was  ap- 
pointed. 

Clarke  and  Taylor  then  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
where  said  general  term  decision  was  reversed^  and  the  spe- 
cial term  aflSrmed. 

As  the  judges  there  differed  somewhat  as  to  the  grounds 
on  which  they  based  their  judgment,  and  as  some  of  them 
also  discussed  the  sufficiency  of  the  levy,  it  is  thought  best 
to  publish  all  of  the  opinions  rendered,  as  the  question  of 
practice  is  an  important  one. 

Hamilton  W.  Robinson,  for  appellants. 
Clabence  a.  Sewabd  and  John  H.  Retnolds,  for  re- 
spondents. 

0BOVEB,  J. — ^It  appears  from  the  motion  papers  read  at 
special  term,  that  John  D.  Taylor,  one  of  the  appellants,  was 
duly  appointed  receiver  of  the  property  of  Francis  Goodridge, 
in  proceeding  supplemental  to  execution  in  the  case  of 
Clarice  agt.  Goodridgej  survivor^  and  that  the  order  appoint- 
ing him  was  duly  filed  and  recorded,  February  ]4th,  1868. 
This  vested  in  the  receiver  the  right  to  all  the  persond  ef- 
fects of  the  judgment  debtor,  including  debts  owing  to  him 
at  that  time  (G'otfe,  sec.  298).  This  gave  the  receiver  the 
right  to  the  money  collected  by  the  sheriff  of  Henry  F.  Ver- 
hoven  &  Co.  upon  a-  debt  owing  by  them  to  the  judgment 
debtor,  which  collection  was  made,  March  23d,  1 868,  unless 
the  sheriff  had  acquired  some  lien  upon  the  debt  prior  to  the 
appointment  of  Taylor  as  receiver.  At  the  time  of  such  ap- 
pointment it  does  not  appear  that  the  sheriff  had  in  his  hands 
any  process  against  the  judgment  debtor.  He  received  the 
money  upon  an  execution  against  the  judgment  debtor, 
placed  in  his  hands,  March  23d,  1868.  This  it  cannot  be 
claimed,  gave  him  any  right  to  the  money  against  the  re- 
ceiver.   But  it  appears  that  the  action  in  which  the  execu- 
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tion  is^ed,  was  commenced  November  16th,  1867,  and  a 
warrant  of  attachment  therein  then  obtained,  and  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  Judgment  was  recovered  therein, 
January  1st,  1868,  and  an  execution  issued  to  the  sheriff, 
which  was  returned  on  the  fifteenth  of  the  same  month,  no 
property.  The  attachment  was  at  the  same  time  returned  in- 
dorsed, **The  within  attachment  has  been  merged  in  judg- 
ment, and  execution  issued  thereon.^  Which  return  was 
signed  by  the  sheriff.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  sheriff  at 
any  time  made  any  attempt  in  any  way  to  serve  the  attach- 
ment, while  it  was  in  his  hands,  upon  the  debt  against  Yer- 
boven  &  Co.  The  attachment  is  given  by  statute,  and  has 
the  effect  only  given  to  it  by  statute.  The  code,  sec.  232, 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  sherifl^  to  whom  the  warrant  of  at- 
tachment is  issued,  to  proceed  thereon  in  all  respects,  in  the 
manner  required  of  hiifi  by  law  in  case  of  attachments  against 
absent  debtors,  to  make  and  return  an  inventory,  and  to  keep 
the  property  seized  by  him,  &c.,  to  answer  any  judgment 
which  may  be  obtained  in  the  action.  Section  235  provides 
how  it  shall  be  served  upon  property  incapable  of  manual 
delivery,  including  debts  due  to  the  defendant  therein.  None 
of  these  or  other  sections  declare  it  any  lien  upon  property, 
upon  which  it  has  not  been  executed.  It  is  not  a  lien  upon 
any  such  property  {The  American  Exchange  Bank  agt.  The 
Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company^  6  Hilly  362).  The 
attachment  was,  therefore,  never  a  lien  upon  the  debt  in 
question.  The  sheriff  had  no  lien,  therefore,  at  the  time  of 
the  appointment  of  the  receiver,  and  none  as  against  him. 
The  special  term  were  right  in  granting  the  order  requiring 
the  sheriff  to  pay  the  money,  received  upon  the  debt,  to  the 
receiver,  and  the  general  term  erred  in  reversing  it.  Upon 
what  ground  the  latter  court  relied  for  the  reversal,  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  perceive,  as  the  opinion  only  discusses  the  sufficiency 
of  the  notice  of  the  warrant  of  attachment,  served  by  the 
sheriff  upon  thellational  Bank  of  the  Republic,  which  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  this  case.     It  would  appear  that  an  opinion  de- 
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livered  in  some  other  case  was  printed  with  the  papers  in 
this  case. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  should  be  reversed,  and  that 
of  the  special  term  affirmed. 

LoTT,  J. — ^The  receiver  was  clearly  entitled  to  the  money 
in  question  under  his  appointment,  made  by  the  order  of 
February  14th,  1868,  in  the  first  above  entitled  action,  and 
perfected  by  the  filing  of  the  requisite  bond  on  the  next  day,, 
unless,  as  claimed  by  the  respondents,  it  was  subject  to  the 
attachment  issued  in  one  of  the  actions  last  above  entitled  on 
16th  day  of  November,  1867,  and  in  which  a  second  or  aliaa 
execution  was  issued  on  the  23d  day  of  March,  1868. 

There  is  in  my  opinion  no  foundation  for  such  claim. 

1st.  It  is  not  shown  that  the  money  was  due,  or  that  any 
liability  for  its  payment  existed,  when  the  attachment  was 
levied. 

2d.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  debt,  if  subsisting,  waa 
ever  levied  upon. 

3d.  The  return  by  the  sheriff  of  the  said  attachment  oa 
the  15th  day  of  January,  1868,  with  the  indorsement  there- 
on,  that  it  was  merged  in  the  judgment  and  execution  issued 
thereon,  January  1st,  1868,  and  the  return  of  said  execution 
by  him  on  the  same  day  with  the  following  endorsement,  viz.^ 
^^  No  personal  or  real  property,''  show  that  it  was  not  held 
tinder  said  attachment. 

4th.  The  return  by  the  said  sheriff,  on  the  said  15th  day 
of  January,  1868,  of  an  attachment  levied  in  another  of  the 
said  three  actions  on  the  31st  day  of,  October,  1868,  with  a 
like  indorsement  thereon  as  the  other,  and  a  further  return 
by  him  on  the  same  day  that  an  execution  issued  in  that  ac- 
tion on  the  1st  day  of  January  1868,  with  the  following  in- 
dorsement, viz. :  ^^  Made  on  the  within  execution  six  thousand 
two  hundred  and  twenty-one  dollars  and  ninety-nine  cents» 
I  certify  that  there  is  no  personal  or  real  property  in  my 
county  belonging  to  the  within  named  defendant,  out  of  which 


KEW  TOBK  PBAOTIGE  REPORTS.     231 

..         / 

Clarke  agt  Ck>odrid({e. 

I  could  make  the  residue ;"  and  a  return  on  an  attachment 
and  execution  issued  in  the  other  of  said  three  actions  on  the 
same  day  as  in  the  first  of  them  above  referred  to,  with  a  hke 
return  in  all  particulars  as  in  that  action  made  at  the  same 
time,  are  conclusive  proof  that  the  said  debt  was  not  subject 
to  the  attachment  and  execution  first  above  mentioned,  and 
under  which  the  money  is  claimed  by  the  sherifi. 

The  statement  in  his  returns  show  that  all  the  property 
levied  on,  had  been  converted  into  money,  and  was  included 
in  the  sum  of  six  thousand  two  hundred  and  twenty-one  dol- 
lars and  ninety-nine  cents,  made  on  one  of  those  executions, 
and  that  en  the  15th  day  of  January,  1868,  when  the  return 
of  all  the  said  executions  was  made,  the  defendant  had  no 
personal  or  real  property,  out  of  which  any  more  money  could 
be  collected. 

After  such  statement  oflScially  made,  it  appears  to  be  pre* 
posterous  to  claim,  that  the  debt  in  question  had  then  been 
levied  on,  or  was  in  any  way  subject  to  either  of  said  attach- 
ments, and  after  the  return  thereof  the  sherifi*'s  power  under 
tibem  terminated. 

It  follows  firom  these  considerations  that  Justice  Inobahak 
in  making  his  decisions  at  special  term,  correctly  said,  ^^  The 
attachment  was  not  a  hen  on  the  ftmd,  and  the  money  should 
go  to  the  receiver." 

The  order  then  made  should  be  affirmed,  and  that  of  the 
general  term  reversing  it,  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

Hunt,  Ch.  J. — ^Drake  &  Co.  having  commenced  an  action 
agamst  Goodridge  &  Co.,  issued  an  attachment  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  against  the  property  of 
that  firm.  The  sheriff  served  this  attachment  upon  the  Na- 
tional Bank  of  the  Republic,  by  delivering  them  a  copy  of 
the  attachment,  accompanied  by  a  notice  that  all  property, 
effects,  rights,  debts,  credits  of  the  said  Goodridge  in  their 
possession  or  under  their  control,  would  be  liable  to  said  at- 
tachment, and  particularly  that  he  attached  the  bank  account 
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and  debts  due  from  the  bank  to  Goodridge.  At  this  tune, 
Goodridge  had  borrowed  of  the  bank  a  certain  sum  of  money, 
and  had  left  with  it  certain  certificates  of  stock  as  security 
for  the  indebtedness,  which  remained  with  the  bank,  the 
transaction  being  unclosed.  It  is  not  expressly  stated,  but  I 
infer  from  the  papers,  that  at  this  time  there  was  no  more 
value  in  the  stocks  pledged,  than  would  pay  the  bank  debt. 
Subsequently  the  stocks  appreciated  in  value,  were  sold  by  the 
bank,  and  a  balance  of  $4800  remained  iM  the  credit  of  Good- 
ridge. If  the  proceeding  above  taken  constituted  a  levy  upon 
Goodridge's  interest  in  the  securities,  then  the  order  appealed 
from  must  be  affirmed.  If  no^  then  the  money  belongs  to  the 
receiver  appointed  in  the  suit  of  Clarke,  and  the  order  must  be 
reversed.  A  failure  to  refer  in  the  notice  to  the  bank  to  the 
specific  securities  or  to  the  transaction  with  the  bank  in  such 
manner  as  to  identify  what  it  was  intended  to  levy  upon,  is 
the  precise  ground  of  the  objection  to  the  attachment 

The  transaction  between  Gt>odridge  and  the  bank  was  a 
simple  pledge  of  certain  certificates  of  stock  held  by  the 
former.  Although  there  may  have  been  default  in  Goodridge 
in  paying  his  debt,  the  general  property  in  the  shares  re- 
mained in  him.  His  interest  could  only  be  directed  by  judi- 
cial proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  bank,  or  by  a  sale  upon 
notice  to  him  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale  (Story^  Bail.,  287, 
2  KefvPs  Com.j  657 j  681).  Neither  of  these  proceedings  were 
taken,  until  long  afler  the  levy  in  question. 

The  statute  contemplates  a  levy  by  the  sherifi*  upon  too 
kinds  of  property.  Ist.  Tangible  property,  as  lands,  goods, 
and  chattels.  2d.  Property  incapable  of  manual  delivery, 
such  as  rights  or  shares  in  the  stock  of  an  incorporation,  or 
other  property  incapable  of  manual  delivery  to  the  sheriff 
{CodCy  ^  232  to  235).  The  first  class  is  to  be  levied  upon 
by  the  sheriff,  and  taken  into  his  possession  in  like  manner 
or  under  an  execution. 

In  executing  the  attachment  upon  the  other  kind  of  pro- 
perty, the  sheriff  is  directed  to  leave  a  certified  copy  of  the 
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vrarrant  of  attachment  with  the  head  or  agent  of  the  corpo- 
ration, or  with  the  individual  holding  such  property,  with  a 
notice  showing  the  property  levied  on  ^  235.  In  ffreenleaf 
agt.  Mumfard  (1 9  Abb.  469,)  it  was  held  that  a  general  notice, 
that  the  sheriff  levied  on  the  property  rightsof  action,  etc.,  in 
the  hands  of  the  party,  was  a  compliance  with  the  provision 
of  this  section.  This  construction  does  away  with  the  whole 
effect  of  the  last  clause  of  ^  235,  which  requires  that  a  no- 
tice should  be  given,  showing  the  property  levied  on.  Those 
words  were  intended  to  perform  an  office,  and  by  them  the 
levy  is  confined  to  the  items  specified  in  the  notice;  as  in 
the  present  case,  where  the  bank  account  and  debts  due 
from  the  bank  to  Goodridge,  are  specified.  Such  was  the 
holding  of  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York  in 
WUson  agt.  Duncan  (11  Abb.y  3),  and  in  Kuhlman  agt.  Orser 
(5  DueTf  242).  In  my  opinion  these  decisions  are  right  I 
agree,  also,  with  the  superior  court  in  holding  that  the  ex- 
pression, *^  property  incapable  of  manual  delivery  to  the 
sheri^''  is  applicable  to  property,  not  only,  which,  in  its 
nature  is  thus  incapable  of  manual  delivery,  but  also  that 
which  has  become  so  from  its  peculiar  p98ition,  as  where  it 
is  under  pledge,  or  consignment,  with  advances  made  upon 
the  property. 

The  property  here  was  subject  to  both  these  disabilities* 
It  could  not  be  levied  upon  bodily,  because  it  consisted  of 
choses  in  action,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  the  pledgee 
was  entitled  to  its  possession.  The  property  should  have 
been  specified  in  the  notice  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  interest  of 
the  debtor  therein  referred  to  with  reasonable  certainty. 

Upon  the  merits  the  order  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

Is  the  order  appealable  to  this  court?  If  so,  it  is  under 
sub.  3  of  ^  11  of  the  Code,  which  gives  an  appeal  '^in  a 
final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right,  made  in  a  special 
proceeding,  or  upon  a  summary  application  in  an  action  after 
judgment.^^  This  is  a  proceeding  in  the  action.  {Pitts  agt. 
Davison^  37  X.  Z,  235,  Batterman  agt.  Finn^  34  How.^  108.) 
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It  also  affects  a  substantial  right^  to  wit^  the  loss  or  gain  of 
$4,800.  {The  People  agt.  New  Torh  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  29 
N.  Y»j  418,  opinion  of  Johnson,  J.  See  also  Tracy  agt 
First  National  JBanky  37  N.  F.,  623.) 

The  order  must  also  be  final  to  render  it  appealable.  In 
one  sense  every  order  is  final,  until  appealed  from  and  re- 
versed. It  cannot  be  contradicted  or  impeached,  but  must 
be  performed.  In  the  sense  of  the  Code  an  order  is  deemed 
final,  which  closes  the  subject  matter  to  which  it  relates,  or 
it  is  not  final,  when  it  is  a  preparation  to  other  actions.  Thus 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial  or  refusing  to  strike  •  out  a 
pleading  is  not  a  final  action  overruling  a  demurer.  In  each 
case,  the  order  is  a  preparation  or  preluninary  to  a  further 
action,  to  wit :  the  proceeding  to  trial,  or  the  putting  in  a 
furth^  pleading.  {Duane  agt  Northern  B.  i2.,  3  Cotns^ 
545  ;  Paddock  agt.  Springfield  Ins.  Co.^  2  Kern.  591 ;  Evan^ 
agt  Millard^  16  N.  F.,  242.) 

An  order  vacating  a  judgment  by  confession,  under  the 
code,  is  final  and  is  appealable.  {Belknap  agt.  Water Sy  11 
N.  F.,  477.)  Such  an  order  ends  the  action  and  all  pro- 
ceedings in  it  Kirby  agt.  Fitsfpatrick  (18  N.  F.,  484),  was 
a  case,  closely  resembling  the  one  before  us,  as  a  principle 
in  which,  the  order  was  held  to  be  final  and  appealable.  In 
that  case  a  stakeholder  being  sued  by  two  parties  having 
conflicting  claims,  was  discharged  from  the  litigation  under 
^  122  of  the  code,  without  formal  substitution  of  another 
defendant  and  a  reference  was  ordered  to  ascertain  and 
report  the  facts,  and  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report,  the 
court  awarded  the  fund  and  the  general  term  affirmed  the 
award.  This  was  held  to  be  a  final  order  from  which  an 
appeal  could  lie  to  this  court. 

I  think  this  order  is  appealable,  and  that  the  same  must 
be  reversed. 

Daniels  J. — The  plaintiflEs  in  this  action  and  William  M. 
Clarke,  plaintiff  in  another  action  against  the  same  defendants^ 
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severally  claim  a  fond  amounting  to  about  four  thousand 
eight  hundred  dollars,  now  held  by  the  Bank  of  the  Bepublic 
There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
secondly  mentioned,  is  entitled  to  this  fund,  through  the 
receiver  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings  taken  after 
the  return  of  the  execution  unsatisfied,  which  was  issued 
upon  his  judgment,  unless  a  yaUd  seisure  of  it  were  made 
under  an  attachment  issued  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  otl^er  action  {Porter  agt.  Williams^  6  Seldy  142).  Afr 
that  time  nothing  appeared  to  be  due  from  the  bank  to  the 
defendant  in  the  attachment  But  afterward,  on  account  of 
the  advance  in  the  market  value  of  certain  collateral  secur- 
ities held  by  the  bank  for  the  pajrment  of  its  debt  against 
him,  the  stajke  of  the  account  was  so  far  changed  as  to  render 
the  bank  a  debtor  instead  of  a  creditor,  as  it  previously 
appeared  to  have  been.  These  collaterals  were  sold  and 
converted  into  money  after  th^  had  appreciated  in  value, 
and  after  satisfying  the  debt  due  to  the  bank  for  which  they 
had  been  held  as  security,  the  sum  in  controversy  remained 
as  a  credit  to  the  defendant. 

For  the  purpose  of  attaching  property  incapable  of  a 
manual  delivery,  as  this  very  clearly  was,  the  law  required 
that  a  certified  copy  of  the  attachment,  with  a  notice  show- 
ing the  property  levied  upon,  should  be  left  by  the  sheri^ 
with  the  president  or  other  head  of  tiie  association  or  cor- 
poration, or  the  secretary,  cashier  or  managing  agent  thereof^ 
or  with  the  debtor,  or  individual  holding  such  property, 
(Code,  ^  335  J  This  was  shown  to  have  been  done^n  the 
present  instance,  if  the  notice  was  sufficiently  speciiSc  and 
definite  to  constitute  a  compliance  with  the  language  of  the 
statute. 

The  notice  which  was  served  on  the  bank,  accompanied  as 
it  should,  a  copy  of  the  attachment,  and  that  showed  that  it 
had  been  issued  against  the  defendant  named  in  it  as  the 
surviving  member  of  his  firm.  When  the  notice  stated  that 
tilie  debts  and  credits  of  the  defendant,  in  the  possession  of 
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the  bank^  or  under  its  control^  or  which  might  afterwards 
come  into  its  possession,  or  under  its  control,  would  be  liable 
to  the  attachment,  and  were  required  to  be  delivered  into 
the  custody  of  the  officer,  the  bank  for  the  purpose  of  prop- 
erly understanding  it,  was  required  to  read  it  with  the  copy 
of  the  attachment  served,  and  when  thus  read,  it  sufficiently 
shoWed  that  the  property  intended  to  be  affected  by  the 
service,  was  that  of  the  defendant  as  a  surviving  partner. 
After  this  gereral  statement,  the  notice  proceeded  'to  mention 
the  property  attached  and  that  was  the  bank  account,  and 
debt  due  from  the  bank  to  the  firm* 

This  was  sufficient  to  show  a  seizure  of  the  bank  account, 
whatever  it  might  prove  afterwards  to  be,  and  to  require 
the  payment  of  any  sam  due  upon  it  over  to  the  officer 
serving  the  attachment.  The  collateral  securities  were  held 
by  the  bank  as  an  incident  of,  and  as  a  means  of  adjusting 
that  account,  and  afterwards  paying  the  balance  realized 
from  them  over  to  the  debtor.  The  nature  of  the  transaction 
was  such  that  the  proceeds  of  tho3e  securities  after  the  sale 
of  them  would  obviously  and  necessarily  become  a  portion 
of  that  account  as  a  credit  to  the  debtor.  And  after 
extinguishing  his  liability,  the  balance  would  constitute  a 
credit  in  his  favor  on  the  account  against  the  bank.  The 
attachment  of  the  account  was  an  attachment  of  whatever 
was  found  due  to  the  debtor  on  its  final  liquidation  and 
adjustment  under  the  circumstances  then  existing,  and  which 
ultimately  would  determine  the  amount  of  the  balance  due 
to  the  debtor.  It  had  the  affect  of  placing  the  officer  as  to 
the  account  attached,  precisely  in  the  situation  of  the  debtor 
to  the  bank,  and  that  entitled  him  to  the  money  in  contro- 
versy, when  it  was  afterwards  realized  firom  the  securities. 

Thijs  right  was  secured  by  the  seizure  of  the  account,  to 
which  the  securities  appertained  and  it  was  not  dependent 
upon  the  officer's  conformity  with  the  requirement  that  an 
inventory  of  the  property  seized  should  afterwards  be  made, 
or  that  he  should  mention  the  seizure  in  the  return  after- 
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wards  made  to  the  attachment.  While  the  law  rendered  it 
the  duty  of  the  officer  to  have  an  inventory  of  the  property 
made  and  filed^  and  to  return  a  statement  of  the  property 
seized,  it  nowhere  provided  that  the  lien  of  the  attachment 
shall  be  divested  by  reason  of  his  omission  to  do  so.  The 
officer  rendered  himself  liable,  by  his  omission,  for  his  own 
violation  of  duty,  but  that  did  not  have  the  effect  of  defeat- 
ing the  rights  of  the  creditor  under  the  attachment.  The 
court  in  which  the  proceedings  were  had,  will  still  have  the 
power  to  permit  the  statute  to  be  complied  with  in  these 
respects.  These  omissions  probably  arose  out  of  the  suppo- 
sition on  the  part  of  the  officer,  after  he  had  served  the 
attachment  and  notice,  that  nothing  could  be  obtained  from 
the  seizure  of  the  bank  account  But  that  turned  out  to  be 
a  mistake,  and  the  mistake  was  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  dis- 
charge  the  li^n  created  by  the  levy. 
Ihe  order  should  be  affirmed. 

For  reversal:  Lott,  Gboveb  and  Hmrr,  JJ. 

For  affirmance :  Daniels  and  James,  JJ. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  that  of  special  term  affirmed* 
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Where  the  tMdietmmt  egelnet  (he  defendMit  ehtrged  hfan  in  eleven  dSetioel  eonnte 
with  miioondoot  m  haTing  audited,  and  aided  in  andidng,  eertain  town  aeeoonte 
agafaiet  (he  town  of  Caftle(oD|  Biehmond  eonntj,  while  (he  defendani  wae  toper* 
▼ieor  thereof} 

MUd^  that  although  the  aocoimts,  which  the  defendant  aided  in  auditing,  were  de- 
eeribed  in  the  indictment  aa  '*  nnjnetly  illegal,"  **  pretended  and  extortionate,*'  it 
nowhere,  in  any  eonnt,  amrrtd  tk$pairtieiUar  finUor/^Kti  whieh  wonld  make  the 
aeooonte  "  nnjnst,  illegal,  pretended  or  eztortionateL"  Soch  an  omiesion  ia  &tal 
to  the  indictment. 

An  indictment  taken  at  the  seseiona  mnat,  in  the  caption,  atate  that  tiie  grand  Jarora 
were  then  and  there  sworn  and  charged— this  caption  «hoald  be  aiBzed  hj  the 
olerk  in  case  it  is  remoHd  from  the  sessiona  to  the  oyer  and  Cermtner— without  inch 
eaptk>n  it  wUl  be  held  bad. 

Richmond  County  Oyer  mid  Terminer. 

Second  D^artmentj  Second  District j  October  Termj  1872. 

Motion  to  quash  indiotment  and  order  granting  same. 

This  indictment  was  found  by  the  grand  jury  at  the  court 
of  sessions  held  in  and  for  the  county  of  Richmond,  at  the 
February  tenui  1872,  and  was  afterwards  remored  to  the 
oyer  and  terminer  (3  Bev.  Stat^  6th  ed.,  ^  86  {sec.  76),  et  seq.^ 
pp.  1024,  102fi) : 

The  indictment  was  (or  alleged  ^'official  misconduct,'' and 
conlBisted  of  eleven  distinct  and  separate  counts. 

Seven  of  the  said  counts  are  in  form  as  follows: 

^^  CouMty  of  Bkhmond^  ss.^ 

<^The  jurors  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  New  York  in 
and  for  the  body  of  the  county  of  Biehmond  upon  their  oaths 
present,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  aud  seventy-onot 
one  was  the  supervisor  of  the  town  of  Castleton,  in 
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the  county  of  Richmond^  and  William  W.  Corbett^  Matthew 
TuJljf  John  Powers  and  Daniel  Hegarty,  were  the  justices 
of  the  peace  of  said  town,  and  Patrick  Kinny  was  the  town- 
derk  of  said  town,  and  by  virtue  of  their  said  offices  there 
and  then  constituted  a  Board  pf  Town  Auditors^  for  the  pur- 
pose of  auditing  and  allowing  the  accounts  of  all  charges 
and  claims  payable  by  the  said  town,  and  then  and  there  duly 
met  at  said  town  as  such  Board  of  Auditors  for  the  purpose 
of  auditing  and  allowing  such  accounts ;  that  one  Henrietta 
S.  Winegar  then  and  there  presented  to  such  board^  to  be  then 
and  there  audited  and  allowed  a  certain  unjust^  illegal  and 
extortionate  charge  and  daun  against  said  town  of  Castktoni 
for  certain  illegal  and  pretended  matters  therein  stated, 
namely;  for  the  renting  and  rent  of  an  office  to  and  for  the 
town  clerk  of  the  said  town  of  Castleton,  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  fifty  dollars. 

And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do 
further  present,  that  the  said  William  W.  Corbett, 

Matthew  TuUy,  John  Powers,  Daniel  Hegarty  and  Patrick 
Kinny,  so  being  members  of  said  Board  of  Town  Auditors,  and 
80  being  such  officers  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  town  and  county  aforesaid, 
knowing^y^  wilfully  and  corruptly,  audit  and  allow  the 
aforesaid  illegal  and  pretended  charge  and  daim  at  the  sum 
of  forty-fire  dollars,  they  then  and  there  well  knowing  the 
same  to  be  illegal,  unjust  and  extortionate,  against  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  contrary  to 
their  duty  in  their  offices  aforesaid,  and  against  the  peace 
of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York  and  their 
dignity." 

And  four  of  the  said  counts  are  in  form  and  substance  as 
follows; 

^^And  the  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid*  do 
farther  present,  that  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  November, 
in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-one,  was 

the  supervisor  of  the  town  of  Castleton  in  said  couniy, 
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and  Matthew  Tally,  William  W.  Corbett,  Daniel  Hegarty 
and  John  Powers  were  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  said 
^town,  and  Patrick  Einny  was  the  town  clerk  of  said  town;  and 
said  officers^  by  virtue  of  said  offices^  constituted  the  Board 
of  Town  Auditors  of  the  said  town  of  Castleton ;  that,  on 
said  day,  at  said  town,  said  officers  were  duly  met  and 
convened  as  such  board  of  town  auditors,  and  it  there  and 
then  became  and  was  the  duty  of  said  town  auditors  to  audit 
and  allow  all  just  and  legal  claims  and  charges  against  said 
town  which  should  be  presented  to  them  as  such  auditors, 
and  as  should  be  verified  according  to  law ;  that  in  and  by 
section  fifty-one,  of  article  five,  of  title  four,  oi  chapter 
eleven,  of  part  one,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  it  is  provided  as  follows :  No  account  shall  be 
audited  by  any  board  of  town  auditors,  or  supervisors,  or  • 
superintendents,  of  the  poor,  for  any  services  or  disburse- 
ments, unless  such  account  shall  be  made  out  in  items  and 
accompanied  with  an  affidavit  attached  thereto,  and  be  filed 
with  such  account,  made  by  the  person  presenting  or  claim- 
ing the  same,  that  the  items  of  such  account  are  correct, 
and  that  the  disbursements  and  services  charged  therein 
have  l)een  in  fact  made,  or  rendered,  or  necessary  to  be 
made  or  rendered,  at  that  session  of  the  board,  and  stating 
that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  or  satisfied;  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  ^aid  officers  and  of  each  of  them  to  pre- 
vent the  auditing  and  allowing  of  any  bill  or  claim  or  ac- 
count which  was  not  made  out  in  items  and  sworn  to  as  above 
set  forth ;  that  in  violation  of  their  duty  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  officers  so  composing  the  board  of  town  auditors  afore- 
said, and  being  so  met  and  convened  as  aforesaid,  for  the 
purpose  aforsaid,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  last  aforesaid, 
did  knowingly,  willfully  and  corruptly,  and  in  violation  of 
their  duty  as  such  officers^  audit  and  allow  a  certain  pre- 
tended claim  or  account,  there  and  then  presented  to  them 
by  one  against  said  town,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 

one  hundred  and  one  dollars  and  fif)y-six  cents,  for  pretended 
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services  ot  him,  the  said  as  supervisor  of  said  town ; 

that  said  bill,  claim  or  account  was  not,  at  the  time  it  was 
so  presented  to  said  board  of  town  auditors,  nor  was  it  ever, 
made  out  in  items,  nor  was  it  accompanied  with  an  affidavit 
attached  to  or  filed  with  said  claim  or  account  that  the  items 
of  said  account  were  correct,  and  that  the  disbursements  and 
services  charged  therein  had  been  in  fact  made  or  rendered, 
or  necessary  to  be  made  or  rendered,  at  that  session  of  the 
board,  and  stating  that  no  part  thereof  had  been  paid  or 
satisfied,  nor  was  any  affidavit  whatever  attached  to  or  filed 
with  said  daim  or  account ;  all  which  said  officers  then  and 
there  well  knew.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid  do  present,  that 
on  the  day  and  at  the  place  last  aforesaid,  in  manner  and 
form  aforesaid,   the  said  Matthew  TuUy,  William 

W.  Corbett,  John  Powers,  Daniel  Hegarty,  and  Patrick 
Kinny,  so  composing  said  board  of  auditors,  and  so  met  as 
such  as  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there  knowingly,  wilfully  and 
corruptly  audit  and  allow  the  said  bill  or  account,  and  in  so 
doing  did  knowingly,  wilfully  and  corruptly  neglect  their 
duty  in  their  offices  aforesaid,  against  the  form  of  tiie  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace  of  the 
people  of  the  state  of  New  York  and  their  dignity.^ 

One  of  the  defendants,  by  permission  of  the  court,  at  the 
October  term,  1872,  of  the  Oyer  and  Terminer,  withdrew 
his  plea  of  ^^  not  guilty,"  and  moved  to  quash  the  indictment, 
and  upon  the  following  grounds : 

And  now  said  comes  and  moves  that  the  indict- 

ments against  him  be  quashed. 

I.  Because  the  said  indictment  and  the  counts  thereof,  do 
not  allege  and  set  forth  fully  and  sufficiently  the  authority 
whereon  the  alleged  proceedings  were  based,  or  &cts  suffi- 
cient to  sho^  that  the  alleged  proceedings  were  had  by  any 
person  or  person  duly  authorized,  and  their  authonty,  and 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  same  were  within  their  jurisdiction 
{Edge  agt  The  Com.y  17  JBarry  Pa.  275;  Com.  agt.  Ruffy  9 
Vol.  XLIV.  16 
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WattSy  Pa.  114;  Cdldeeattj  K.  B.,  183;  1  WwtUm%  285, 
n.  j.;  State  agt  Coppj  15  N.  H.y  212 ;  /6^to<e  agt  Hoit^  3 
Jiwfer,  335). 

IL  Because  said  indictment  and  the  counts  thereof  do  not 
set  forth  and  allege  fully  and  specificafij  the  acts  charged  to 
be  the  ^^  final  and  complete  auditing  and  allowing  ^  of  the 
several  accounts  therein  mentioned  (People  agt  Stocking, 
60  Barb.^  673). 

in.  Because  the  matters  and  things  alleged  in  the  firsi^ 
second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  eighth,  tenth  and  eleventh  counts 
of  the  indictment  do  not  eonstitttte  any  crime  under  the 
common  law,  nor  under  the  statutes  of  New  York,  (a) 
The  duty  was  judicial  (b)  It  involved  the  determination 
whether  the  claim  presented  was  chargeable  to  the  town,  &c. 
{c)  A  judicial  officer  is  not  indictable  unless  he  acts  from  bad 
motives  corruptly — ^the  offense  is  in  the  ^'  corruption ''  and 
that  must  be  averred  (Peqpk  agt  Norton^  7  Barb.y  477). 

IV.  Because  the  matters  and  things  alleged  in  the  first, 
second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  eighth,  tenth  and  eleventh  counts 
in  the  indictment  are  insufficient  and  bad  upon  their  face 
respectively  as  being  charged  and  stated  indefinitely  {People 
agt.  Coofiy  15  Wend.j  277 ;  People  agt.  Wilbery  4  Park.^  Cr. 
24 ;  Sherman  agt  Bd.  of  Supervisors^  30  Hofv.y  173 ;  People 
agt.  Stoney  9  Wend.j  191;  People  agt.  Supervisors  Queens 
County y  1  HiUj  195 ;  People  agt  WUUamSy  4  HUly  9 ;  People 
agt.  Thomasy  3  Hilly  169). 

The  use  of  the  words  '^  knowingly y  wilfully  and  corruptly  ^ 
in  these  counts  does  not  make  the  acts  so  charged  indictable 
(I  Whartony  §  402,  n.  /.). 

V.  Because  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  is  void  for 
duplicity. 

VI.  Because  the  sixth,  seventh,  eighth  and  ninth  counts 
in  said  indictment  are  void  for  uncertainty,  indefiniteness  and 
insufficiency ;  it  not  appearing  by  any  reference  in  said  counts 
what,  if  any,  statute  was  violated  as  therein  charged  {Arch^ 
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hoidj  voL  1,  285,  386,  n.;  TTAorfofiy  vol  1,  ^  364,  n.  /; 
TFAortofi,  iH>I.  1,  <^  639,  n.  p.  dt  g.y  Wharton^  vol  %  379, 
M.  01.  (a)  The  said  counts  are  not  within  the  statute  as 
quoted '  in  the  indictment  Laws  of  1845,  cL  180,  ^^  act  to 
reduce  the  number  of  town  officers,  and  town,  and  county 
expenses^  and  to  prevent  abuses  in  auditing  town  and  county 
accounts,''  amended  by  laws  of  1847,  ch.  490. 

YII.  Because  there  is  no  ^'caption"  to  the  indictment 
when  it  is  brought  into  this  court 

Jambs  Emott,  Whaaam,  H.  Amthon,  and  Edwabd  B. 

MKRRnji,  for  defendant 
SmsKi  F.  Rawsok,  district  attomeyy  for  ^e  people. 

Tafpsn,  cT. — ^The  defendant  moves  to  quash  the  indictment 
upon  the  ground  of  insufficient  allegations.  The  indictment 
contains  a  number  of  counts,  charging  the  defendant  with 
official  misconduct,  in  having  audited  and  aided  in  auditing 
certain  town  accounts  against  the  town  of  CasUeton  while 
the  defendant  was  the  supervisor  thereof.  The  insufficiency 
alleged  against  the  indictment  is  chiefly  that  it  fails  to  aver 
wherein  such  accounts  were  unlawfuL 

There  are  eleven  distinct  counts  as  follows : 

1.  For  auditing  a  bill  of  $50  for  rent  of  town  clerks  office. 

2.  For  auditing  a  similar  bill  of  $131  50,  and  for  filing 
papers  and  other  services  by  town  clerk. 

3.  For  auditing  a  biU  of  $70  to  clerk  of  highway  commis- 
sioners. 

4.  For  auditing  a  bill  of  $50  to  dark  of  bridge  commis- 
sioners on  Dougan  bridge. 

5.  For  auditing  a  bill  of  $77  to  a  deputized  constable. 

6.  For  auditing  a  bill  of  $101  to  the  defendant  without 
items  or  oath. 

7.  For  auditing  0*Brien's  claim  of  $80  without  items  or 
oath. 
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8.  For  auditing  bill  pi  New  Brighton  village  of  $50 
without  items  or  oath. 

9.  For  auditing  Mc  Carthy's  bill  of  $15  without  items  or 
oath. 

10.  For  auditing  bill  of  clerk  to  highway  commissioners 
for  $70. 

11.  For  auditing  bill  of  Dempsey  for  repairing  two  bridges. 
In  the  Pecple  agt  Stocking^  (one  of  the  supervisors  of  Erie) 

the  indictment  contained  averments  that  the  defendant 
obtained  articles  for  his  own  use  and^  well  knowing  the 
account  was  not  a  lawful  charge  against  the  county,  voted  to 
allow  the  same>  and  that  it  was  allowed  and  paid  (50 
J?ar6.,  575). 

Here  all  the  ingredients  of  an  offense  are  wdl  averred. 

Undoubtedly  the  offense  alleged  agdnst  the  defendant  in 
the  case  at  bar  would  amount  to  a  misdemeanor  if  proper 
and  sufficient  words  were  used  to  that  end.  And  the  facts 
constituting  an  offense  must  be  stated  with  as  much  certainty 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit  (The  People  agt  Lord,  9 
Barb.,  671). 

The  accounts  which  the  defendant  aided  in  auditing  are 
described  in  the  indictment  as  ^'unjust^  illegal''  or  as  ^^pre- 
tended and  extortionate,''  but  no  where  does  the  indictment 
in  any  count  aver  the  particular  fact  which  would  make  the 
account  ^^  unjust,  illegal,  pretended  or  extortionate,"  and  it 
may  very  well  be  that  some  of  the  accounts  or  some  portions 
of  the  different  claims  so  audited,  might  not  be  either  illegal 
or  unjust — and  it  would  relieve  the  indictment  of  aU  doubt 
as  to  its  sufSciency  if  the  particular  fiict  or  facts  were 
averred  which  would  put  the  defendant  upon  his  defense  at 
the  trial  by  a  timely  and  proper  apprisal  in  the  indictment 
of  the  specific  character  of  the  particular  act  or  offense 
which  he  is  called  to  defend  and  to  justify  {The  People  agt 
Gates,  13  Wend.,  317). 

So  held  in  the  People  agt  Standish,  (6  Pari,  Crim.  2!.,  Ill) 
on  an  indictment  for  illegal  voting. 
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The  indictment  in  that  case  ayerred  that  the  defendant 
not  being  a  qualified  voter  did  ^'  wilfully^  knowingly  and 
coimptly  "  vote,  4c 

And,  these  words  of  description  do  not  suffice  to  uphold  an 
indictment  without  sufficient  averments  of  fact  The  lan- 
guage of  the  court  (Wells,  J.)  in  this  case  is,  that  the  facts 
which  give  character  to  the  act  and  render  it  criminal  should 
be  alleged,  otherwise  the  great  object  of  a  pleading  that  of 
informing  a  party  what  he  is  called  upon  to  answer,  will  be 
defeated. 

The  dejfendant,  on  the  motion  to  quash,  further  objects  that 
the  indictment  is  without  proper  caption.  On  a  reference  to 
the  authorities,  it  will  be  seen  that  it  has  beea  held  that  an 
indictment  taken  at  the  sessions  must,  in  the  caption,  state 
that  the  grand  jurors  were  then  and  there  sworn  aiid 
charged — the  captions  should  be  affixed  by  the  clerk  in  case 
it  is  removed  from  the  sessions  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer 
and  in  such  case  and  without  such  captions  it  has  been  held 
bad  {The  People  agt  Guernsey^  3  Johns.  CaseSf  265 ;  3 
WefuLf  314). 

The  practice  involved  in  this  objection  will  be  found  very 
fully  discussed  and  criticised  in  The  People  agt  John  BeU 
(Addison  Beports^  Penn.y  176-180).  The  objection  ought  not 
to  be  a  good  one  after  a  trial  on  the  merits,  but  where  it  is 
made  in  due  form  before  trial  it.is  to  receive  the  consideration 
sanctioned  by  the  courts  in  that  respect  In  1  TF%ar.  Crim. 
LaWf  ^  402,  it  is  said  the  use  of  the  words  ^^  knowingly, 
wilfully  and  corruptly "  do  not  make  the  acts  so  charged 
indictable.  The  following  authorities  are  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant  as  sustaining  the  motion  to  quash;  People  agt. 
Nortonj  (7  Barb.y  477),  illegally  granting  license ;  Pecple 
agt  Coon,  (15  Wend.y  277) ;  People  agt  Brooh,  (1  Benio  457,) 
Justice  refusing  to  take  affit;  People  agt  WiUiams,  (4  HiU., 
9),  fisJse  pretenses ;  People  agt  Stone,  (9  Wend.,  191) ;  People 
agt  Thomas,  (3  HiU.,  169). 
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• 

The  authorities  quoted  sustain  the  views  here  enunciated 
and  hold  the  objection  to  be  well  taken  and  the  decisions 
indicate  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  court  Where  motion  is 
made  to  quash  before  trial  in  due  time  to  grant  it  Order^ 
that  the  indictment  against  the  defendant  be  quashed* 

Metcalfe,  Co.  J.    I  concur  in  the  above. 
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U.  S.  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  the  matter  of  Septimus  E.  Swift,  Bankrupt 

The  proTiaiont  of  $  33  of  Ihe  bankraptej  aet  ••  amended  Jnly  14»  1871,  proTid- 
ing  fbr  the  diaehaige  of  the  hankrnpt  from  all  debts  contracted  prior  to  the  Ant  daj 
of  Janiuury,  1869,  constraed. 

A  tenant  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1868,  surrendered  his  lease,  which  had  another 
year  to  mn,  nnder  a  bargain  that  the  landlord  should  rent  the  premises  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term  for  what  he  might  be  able  to  get  for  them,  and  apply  the 
rent  to  the  credit  of  the  tenant,  and  that  the  tenant  should  pay  to  the  landlord  such 
■um  as  the  rent  so  received  by  him  subsequent  to  such  surrender  should  fiedl  short 
of  the  rent  reserTcd  in  the  lease  so  surrendered  with  interest  on  quarterly  deficits 
from  the  close  of  each  quarter  respectiTeiy. 

At  the  end  of  the  year  a  considerable  amount  having  so  become  due,  the  landlord 
recovered  a  judgment  therefor.  After  the  recoTery  of  this  Judgment,  the  bankrupt 
filed  bis  petition  in  bankruptcy. 

Mddf  that  the  claim  was  eontracted  prior  to  January  1st,  1869,  to  wit:  on  the 
day  of  surrendering  the  lease  and  entering  into  the  contract  to  pay  the  deficiency 
of  rent 

Southern  District  of  New  Torh 

At  ChamberS|  4  Warren  Street,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
in  said  district,  on  the  27th  day  of  November  A.  D.,  1872. 

I,  IsAUH  T.  Williams,  the  register  in  charge  of  the 
above  entitled  matter,  do  hereby  certify,  that  Septimus  E. 
Swift,  the  abovenamed  bankrupt,  has  in  all  things  conformed 
to  his  duty  under  the  act  of  congress  entitled  ^^  an  act  to 
establish  a  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the 
United  States,  approved  March  2d,  1867,'^  and  has  con- 
formed to  all  the  requirements  of  the  said  act,  unless  the 
district  judge  should  be  of  opinion  that  a  certain  judgment 
against  tiie  bankrupt,  recovered  by  Mr.  Goold  Hoyt,  executor, 
&c,  amounting  to  $9,144  43,  on  the  first  day  of  April| 
187 J,  duly  proved  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  on 
the  2d  day  of  January  1872,  be  a  debt  *^ contracted^ 
subsequently  to  the  first  day  of  January,  1869.     The  judg- 
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ment  in  question  arose  out  of  the  following  facts.  In  April 
1865,  the  bankrupt  leased  of  the  creditor,  Mr.  Hoyt,  exe- 
cutor, &c.|  certain  premises  situate  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
for  the  term  of  five  years,  from  May  Ist,  1865,  reserving 
rent  payable  quarterly.  In  May,  1 868,  the  tenant  surren- 
dered, and  the  landlord  accepted  the  surrender  of,  the  lease 
under  a  contract  or  agreement  that  the  landlord  should  let 
the  premises  in  question  during  the  remainder  of  the  term, 
for  the  most  he  could  obtain  therefor,  and  that  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time,  the  bankrupt  should  pay  to  the  creditor 
sucb  sum  as  the  rent,  so  received  by  him  since  such 
surrender,  should  fall  short  of  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease, 
with  interest  on  quarterly  deficits  from  the  close  of  each 
quarter  respectively. 

At  the  termination  of  the  le^tse  there  was  a  large  defi- 
ciency which  was  prosecuted  to  judgment  as  above  stated. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  judgment,  as  it  was 
obtained  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy,  is 
provable  against  the  estate,  and  that  the  judgment  creditor 
can  be  heard  to  object  to  the  discharge. 

The  only  question  presented  is,  was  that  debt  contracted 
prior  to  January  1st,  1869 1  The  decision  in  re  WiUiams 
(2  B.  Ry  79),  and  the  decision  in  re  Gallison  et  al  (5  B.  JS., 
353),  arose  upon  the  question  whether  a  judgment  creditor 
whose  judgment  was  obtained  after  the  filing  of  the  petition 
in  banluruptcy,  is  a  debt  provable  against  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt 

It  was  held  in  these  cases  that  such  a  debt  was  not  prova-- 
ble  against  the  estate  or  payable  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
bankrupt,  but  that  it  was  a  debt  which  accrued  after  the 
filing  of  the  bankrupt's  petition  and  would  be  unaffected  by 
bis  discharge  even  though  the  claim  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment was  founded  were  owing  and  due  before  the  filing  of 
the  petition  in  bankruptcy.  The  ground  of  this  decision 
was  that  the  claim  upon  which  the  judgment  was  founded 
was  extinguished  by  the  judgment. 
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Assuming  that  the  bankruptcy  act  requires  such  a  con- 
struction,  I  do  not  think  the  court  should  feel  compelled 
under  these  authorities  to  hold  that  the  claim  m  this  case 
was  contracted  by  the  judgment  rendered  thereon  even 
though  a  judgment  be  conceded  to  be  a  contract  between 
the  parties. 

The  act,  as  amended  July  14,  1871,  uses  the  word  "con- 
tracted, ''  in  contradistinction  to  the  word,  accrued,  or  the 
phrase,  became  due  or  payable.  A  debt  would  seem  to  be 
contracted,  when  the  contract  under  which  it  becomes  due 
or  payable  is  made.  Even  a  liability  to  pay  rent  is  contracted 
when  the  lease  is  executed,  for  it  is  under  that  contract,  and 
under  that  alone,  that  the  rent  becomes  payable.  But  in 
the  present  case  if  the  debt  in  question  were  not  contracted 
at  the  time  the  lease  was  made  in  1865,  how  can  it  be  denied 
that  it  was  contracted  in  May,  1868,  when  the  bankrupt 
surrendered  the  lease  and  contracted,  in  consideration  of  its 
acceptance,  that  he  would  pay,  at  its  expiration,  such  sum  as 
the  rent  the  landlord  might  receive  for  the  use  of  the  premises 
should  fall  short  of  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease ;  all  the 
consideration  there  was  for  this  promise,  was  the  acceptance 
of  the  surrender  of  the  lease  by  the  landlord,  and  this  con- 
sideration passed  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  The 
iact  that  the  amount  of  the  liability  was  not  then,, and  could 
not  then,  be  ascertained,  did  not  render  the  contract  incom- 
plete or  in  any  wise  invalid.  The  amount  was  the  only 
thing  that  was  lefb  to  any  uncertainty,  but  (it  was  capable 
of  being  reduced  to  certainty  before  it  should  fall  due)  such 
uncertainty  has  never  been  thought  to  have  the  effect  to 
render  the  contract  incomplete. 

It  is  still  strenuously  iu*ged  by  the  counsel  for  the  creditor 
that  the  decisions  above  referred  to  are  in  point,  and  estab- 
lish the  doctrine  that  a  debt  evidenced  by  a  judgment  bears 
date  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  of  the  time  or  docketing 
the  judgment. 

It  is  argued,  that  these  decisions  establish  the  doctrine  that 
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a  simple  contract  is  extinguished  by  a  judgment  recovered 
thereon,  as  a  matter  of  law  and  that  what  is  extinguished  by 
law,  cannot  legally  be  a  debt  or  a  contract,  of  which  the  law 
can  take  notice. 

It  is  argued  that  if  a  debt,  due  prior  to  bankruptcy  but 
upon  which  a  j  udgment  is  docketed  after  bankruptcy,  be  so 
extinguished  that  the  court  in  bankruptcy  can  take  no  notice 
of  it  as  a  debt  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  then,  a 
fartioriy  a  contract  made  prior  to  January  1st,  1869,  for  the 
payment  of  money,  the  amount  of  which  is  contingent  upon 
events  to  occur  i^r  January,  1869,  cannot  but  be  extin- 
guished by  a  judgment  obtained  after  the  period  in  question. 
In  re  Gallison^  the  learned  judge  speaks  of  the  judgment 
as  a  '^new  contract"  which  operates  to  extinguish  the 
former  contract,  and  it  is  argued  that  congress  in  the  amend- 
ment above  referred  to,  could  not  have  referred  to  an  extinr 
guished  contract. 

To  aU  this  it  may  be  answered,  that  the  decisions,  referred 
to,  are  not  quite  in  point.  They  do  not  decide  that  the  debt 
evidenced  by  a  judgment  was  not  contracted  prior  to  the 
rendition  of  such  judgment.  Even  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  those  cases  to  the  facts  before  these  courts 
respectively,  is  exceedingly  questionable  as  a  matter  of 
authority.  An  opposite  doctrine  is  held  in  the  foUowmg 
cases :  Sarrington  agt.  McNaughton^  (20  F/.,  293) ;  Downer 
agt  BmeU  (26  Vt^  397);  Dresser  agt  Broohs  (3  Barb.,  429) ; 
Fox  agt.  Woodruff  (9  Barb.y  498) ;  Church  agt.  Bawling 
(3  K  Y.J  216).  The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  WiUiams 
above  referred  to,  was  dissented  from  by  this  court,  in  re 
Brown  (3  B. !{.,  145).  This  decision  was  followed  substan- 
tially by  Whitney,  J.  in  re  VicTcery^  and  by  Longteab,  J",  in 
re  Crawford  (3  B.  £.,  171).  The  doctrine  that  a  judgment 
extinguishes  the  simple  contract  u{>on  which  it  is  founded, 
is  simply  a  principle  of  evidence.  In  Clarh  agt.  Bawling, 
(3  N.  r.,  216),  the  court  held  that  "a  judgment  upon 
a  contract  technically  merges  the  demand,  but  not  in  so 
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complete  a  sense  that  the  court  cannot  look  behind  it  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  equitable  rights  of  the  parties  es- 
pecially in  cases  of  insolvency  and  bankruptcy."  A  similar 
doctrine  is  affirmed  in  12  Piekj  672 ;  1  Cow.j  316 ;  3  Barb.y 
429 ;  3  Barb.  CK^  860 ;  3  Cow.^  147.  To  say  that  the  debt 
in  question  was  not  contracted  in  May,  1868,  but  that  it 
was  contracted  on  the  day  judgment  was  docketed  upon  it 
in  the  office  of  the  derk,  would  not  square  with  the  com* 
mon  sense  of  mankind. 

I,  therefore,  certify,  that  Septimus  E.  Smith,  the  above 
uamed  bankrupt,  has  in  all  things  conformed  to  his  duty 
tmder  the  act  of  Congress  entitled  ^^  An  act  to  establish  a 
uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States, 
approved  March  2»  1867,''  and  has  conformed  to  all  the  re- 
quirements of  the  said  act,  except  in  the  particulars  covered 
by  the  specifications  of  objections  to  the  discharge  of  said 
bankrupt  filed  by  the  said  Qoold  Hoyt,  executor,  &c.,  a 
creditor  as  aforesaid 

All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

F.  M.  Scott,  for  creditor. 

H.  W.  Fowler,  for  the  lankrupt. 

BiiATCHFORD,  J. — ^lu  this  cssc  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
debt  due  to  Goold  Hoyt,  executor,  &c.,  represented  by  the 
judgment  recovered  April  1,  1871,  and  from  which  debt  the 
bankrupt  seeks  a  discharge,  was  contracted  prior  to  the  1st 
day  of  January,  1869,  namely,  when  the  agreement  of  May, 
1868,  was  ma^e. 

The  case  will,  therefore,  stand  for  hearing  on  the  specifi- 
tions  filed  by  sud  creditor. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Allen  Nncs  agt  Stella  SAsms  and  another. 

When  a  jadgment  creditor  dies  and  hie  exeoator  is  appointed,  who,  within  a  year 
from  the  death,  applies  by  affldaTit  to  the  eoort,  withoat  notice  to  the  jadgment 
debtor,  and  obtains  an  order  reviying  the  jadgmsnt  in  the  name  of  the  ezecntor, 
and  aathorizing  an  execation  on  which  real  estate  is  afterwards  sold : 

Seldt  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  parchaser,  that  the  execation  was  voidable^ 
not  void,  and  one  not  holding  under  the  judgment  debtor  coold  not  raise  the 
qoestion. 

In  snob  case  the  sale  is  good,  thoogh  more  than  ten  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
docket  of  the  jadgment,  and  no  lien  is  necessary  to  aathorise  a  sale  as  against 
the  defendant  in  the  execation  or  trespassors. 

When  defendant  is  in  possession,  withoat  right,  after  the  determination  of  a  life 
estate,  no  notice  to  qait  is  necessary. 

Jefferson  Co.  Circuity  Sqptj  1872. 

This  cause  having  been  duly  called  in  its  ordei  upon  the 
calendar,  and  a  trial  by  jury  having  been  duly  waived  by 
the  respective  parties  in  open  court,  and  the  court  thereupon, 
without  a  jury,  having  proceeded  to  hear  the  proofs  and 
allegations  of  the  parties,  and  having  duly  considered  the 
same,  finds  as  matter  of  fact : 

That  on  the  31st  day  of  Dec,  1828,  William  Smith,  as 
receiver  of  the  estate  of  William  Waring,  deceased,  duly 
conveyed  to  Eben  H.  Sabine  the  premises  described  in  the 
complaint,  who  afterwards  entered  into  possession  thereof,  and 
on  the  3d  day  of  Dec,  1847,  conveyed  the  same  to  George 
W.  Hungerford,  who  went  into  possession  thereof. 

That  said  Hungerford,  on  the  8th  March,  1S48,  executed 
to  Eben  H.  Sabine  a  lease  of  said  premises  for  the  term  of  the 
lives  of  Ebenezer  Sabine  and  Clarissa  his  wife  and  the  sur- 
vivors of  them,  said  Ebenezer  and  Clarissa  being  the  parents 
of  said  Eben,   and    under  said  lease  said  Ebenezer  and 
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Clarissa  occupied  said  premises  until  the  death  of  said  Cla* 
rissa  in  Dec,  187 1,  said  Ebenezer  having  previously  died  j 
and  that  the  defendants,  who  are  the  children  of  said  Eben- 
ezer and  Clarissa,  lived  with  their  parents  to  their  death  and 
the  death  of  their  mother,  and  thereafter  continued  in  pos- 
session up  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  still  are  in 
possession. 

That  on  the  26th  of  Oct,  1850,  said  George  W.  Hunger- 
ford  and  wife  conveyed  the  said  premises  to  Henry  Holmes, 
iM^d  on  the  18th  April,  1853,  Thomas  Hungerford  duly 
recovered,  in  the  supreme  court,  a  judgment  against  said 
Holmes  for  $4,383  32  damages  and  costs,  which  judgment 
was,  at  said  date,  duly  docketed  in  said  county  of  Jefferson 
where  said  premises  are  situated. 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  Dec,  1853,  an  execution  was  duly 
issued  on  said  judgment,  and  in  Dec,  1854,  a  payment  of 
$3,000  was  made  on  said  judgment.  • 

That  on  April  9th,  1862,  the  said  Thomas  Hungerford 
died,  and  thereafter,  on  the  14th  May,  1862,  letters  testa- 
mentary upon  the  will  of  said  Thomas  were  duly  issued  to 
James  R  Starbuck,  executor  in  said  will  named,  by  the  sur- 
rogate of  Jefferson  county,  and  said  Starbuck  took  on  him- 
self the  duties  of  said  trust. 

That  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1863,  the  said  Starbuck,  as 
such  executor,  applied  by  affidavit  to  said  supreme  court,  and 
obtained  an  order  reviving  the  said  judgment  in  the  name  of 
8^d  executor,  and  substituting  him  as  plaintiff,  and  giving 
him  leave  to  issue  execution  on  said  judgment  for  the  bal- 
ance due  thereon,  being  the  sum  of  $1;884.14,  and  in  pur- 
suance of  said  order  an  execution  was  duly  issued  on  said 
judgment  on  the  6th  April,  1863,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
of  Jefferson  county  who  levied  on  the  said  premises,  and  on  the 
10th  day  of  June,  1863,  duly  sold  the  same  to  Morris  Ban- 
nister, and  executed  to  him  a  certificate  of  sale. 

That  on  the  31st  day  of  August,  1864,  Gilead  W.  Candee, 
a  judgment  creditor  of  said  Holmes,  duly  redeemed  the  said 
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premises,  and  on  the  13th  Sept,  1864,  the  sheriff  executed 
to  said  Candee  a  sheriff's  deed  thereof  in  due  form  of  law,  and 
on  the  5th  Oct,  1870,  said  Candee  conveyed  the  same  to 
plaintiff 

That  said  plaintifl^  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
and  afbOT  the  death  of  said  Clarissa  Sabine,  demanded  posses- 
sion of  said  premises  of  the  defendants,  and  they  refused  to 
deliver  the  same,  and  this  action  was  commenced  on  the  13th 
day  of  March,  1872. 

That  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premises 
from  the  death  of  said  Clarissa  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  is  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars. 

As  matter  of  law,  the  said  court  finds : 

That  the  plaintifi^  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  said  premises,  and  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  thereof* 

That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendants 
the  possession  of  said  premises  and  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
dollars  for  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  actioa. 

And  j  udgment  is  ordered  accordingly  in  favor  of  said 
plaintiff  against  the  defendants  and  the  costs  of  this  action. 

M.  H.  Mebedin,  for  plaintiff, 
John  Lansing,  for  defendants. 

Haiu>in,  J. — The  defendant's  learned  counsel  is  correct 
in  assuming  that  ailer  the  lapse  of  a  year  from  the  death  of 
the  plaintiff  in  a  judgment,  the  remedies  presented  by  the 
Code  for  revival  of  judgment  and  for  leave  to  issue  execu- 
cution  is  by  action  and  not  by  motion  {Code,  ^  121 ;  Jay 
agt  Martiney  2  Duer^  654 ;  Wheeler  agt.  Dakiny  12  Hoto.y 
537  ;  Swift  agt  Flanagan,  12  Row^  438.;  Miller  agt.  Boss- 
many  15  Uow.y  10 ;  Bellinger  agt  Fordy  21  Barb.y  31  J). 

In  the  last  case  it  was  held  that  the  order  was  void  as  the 
party  was  dead,  and  had  been  for  over  two  years  when  the 
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order  was  granted  for  leave  to  issue  execution,  and  no  exec- 
utor or  administrator  had  been  appointed  to  represent  the 
estate  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment 

And  it  was  there  held  that  an  execution  issued  after  five 
years  was  not  void  but  only  voidable  (See  cp.  of  ^ockes). 

But  in  this  case,  an  executor  who  had  been  duly  appointed 
and  qualified  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  deceased  plaintiff^ 
and,  in  law,  entitled  to  collect  and  control  the  judgment,  ap- 
plied to  the  court  on  motion  and  obtained  an  order  reviving 
the  suit  and  authorizing  execution  to  issue. 

Had  the  defendant  appeared  and  taken  an  objection  the 
court  would  have  held  doubtless  that  the  relief  sought  should 
Dot  be  granted  upon  motion,  and  turned  the  executor  over 
to  an  action,  which  is  a  substitute  for  the  old  writ  of  scire 
facias  {Ireland^  ea?.,  agt  Litchfield^  22  How,^  178 ;  Cameron 
agt  Toungy  6  Hotc^  372  ;  28  HoWn  514  and  516). 

But  in  ttiia  case  no  objection  was  taken  by  the  defendant 
in  the  judgment  and  execution,  and  none  is  now  taken  by  a 
party  to  the  record. 

The  defendant  here  seeking  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the 
order  and  execution  are  strangers  to  the  record,  and  not  in 
a  situation  to  avail  themselves  of  irregularities,  or  to  escape 
the  force  of  a  voidable  execution  (1  Lansing^  405). 

The  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  and  of 
the  parties,  and  permitted  an  order  to  be  entered  which  re- 
mained in  force,  and  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  was  sold,  and  has  come  through  the  proceedings 
to  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  whose  title  is  to  be  upheld, 
unless  the  proceedings  through  which  it  was  derived,  are 
wholly  void. 

The  order  and  execution  have  not  been  assailed  by  the 
defendant  \n  the  judgment ;  so  far  as  he  is  concerned  there 
has  been  an  acquiesence  in  the  order  and  execution. 

The  motion  was  made  by  the  executor  as  a  substitute  for 
the  action  which  might  have  been  brought,  ahd  in  which 
the  executor  would  not  only  have  been  entitied  to  revive 
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the  judgment  and  have  execution^  but  would  have  recovered 
a  bill  of  costs  {Op.  of  Bosworth,  22  Hotc.y  183), 

Mr.  Starbucky  the  executor,  by  the  motion  appealed  to  the 
equitable  powers  of  the  court.  That  motion  was  a  simple 
and  summary  substitute  for  an  action  which  he  might  have 
maintained.  The  equitable  power  of  the  court  was  exercised 
when  the  order  was  granted,  and  it  was  in  the  power  of 
the  defendant  to  avoid  it,  but  it  was  not  absolutely  void 
(3  Cotven^  39  j    The  Union  Bmh  agt.  Bush^  36  N.  T.,  636). 

Personal  representatives  may  collect  {CodCj  %  283).  Under 
the  former  practice,  if  the  execution  was  issued  too  late,  and 
was  in  fact  irregularly  issued,  it  was  not  void,  but  only 
voidable  {Woodstock  agt.  Bennettj  1  Cowen^  711). 

It  was  determined  in  Bank  of  Genessee  agt*  Spencery  that 
an  execution  issued  after  five,  years  without  leave  of  the 
court  is  not  void,  but  only  voidable,  and  that  whether  such 
an  execution  should  be  set  aside  or  not,  was  a  matter  resting 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  {Op,  Denio,  18  N.  F.,  160 
and  155  ;  Winebrewer  agt  Johnson^  1  Ahb.^  N.  S.^  202). 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  in  his  elaborate  ar- 
gument submitted  in  this  case,  insists  that  the  judgment 
against  Holmes  had  ceased  to  be  a  lien  on  his  real  estate^ 
and  that  the  sale  and  sherifl's  deed  were,  therefore,  void. 

In  support  of  this  position  it  is  insisted  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  ,Code  in  1851  changed  the  rule  in  reference 
to  the  liens  of  judgments,  and  restricted  the  lien  to  ten 
years.  Section  282  of  the  Code  does  not  in  terms  re- 
peal the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  ia  respect  ta 
judgments. 

It  is  further  insisted  by  the  learned  counsel  that  section 
282  expressly  limits  the  time  to  ten  years  as  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  judgment,  and  that  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years 
there  is  no  lien  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  judgment 
debtor. 
^  Whether  that  is  the  correct  rendering  of  the  provisions 
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of  the  Code  is  not  necessarily  involved  in  the  decision  of  this 
case. 

As  to  purchasers,  creditors^  or  mortgagees  in  good  faith^ 
the  time  during  which  a  stay  orHin  appeal  shall  have  been 
efiectual  shall  not  constitute  any  part  of  the  ten  years. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  words  used  in  connection  with  the 
stay  as  to  creditors,  purchasers,  and  incumbrancers  in  good 
faith,  declare  that  the  time  of  such  stay  shall  also  be  sub- 
stracted  from  the  ten  years,  in  which  the  lien  shall  exist, 
against  the  defendant  in  the  execution. 

But  suppose  that  to  be  granted,  the  sale  upon  the  judg- 
ment in  this  case  can  be  upheld  and  declared  efiectual  as  to 
the  defendant  in  the  judgment  and .  execution  unless  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  are  repealed  in  respect  to 
the  effect  of  a  judgment  upon  the  property  of  a  judgment 
debtor. 

By  an  amendment  of  the  Code  in  1851,  it  was  provided, 
in  section  291;  that  the  existing  provisions  of  law  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  chapter  containing  that  section  ^^  relating  to 
executions  and  their  incidents,  the  property  liable  to  sale  on 
execution  •  •  •  shall  apply  to  the  executions  described 
by  that  chapter.*^ 

The  execution,  therefore,  issued  to  sell  the  premises  in 
question,  was  authorized  by  the  291st  section  of  the  Code  and 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

By  section  30  of  R.  S.  (found  at  page  371  of  2  R.  5.,  Edm^ 
ed.)y  it  was  provided  that  '*  all  judgments  shall  bind  and  be 
a  charge  upon  the  lands,  &c.,  of  any  person,  against  whom 
any  such  judgment  shall  be  rendered  which  such  person 
may  have  at  the  time  of  docketing,  or  which  such  person 
shsdl  acquire  at  any  time  thereafter ;  and  such  real  estate  and 
chattels  real,  shall  be  subject  to  be  sold  upon  execution  to  be 
issued  on  such  judgment. 

Then  follows  section  4,  in  respect  to  purchasers  in  good 
faith  and  subsequent  incumbrancers,  with  a  limitation  as  to 
them  of  ten  years. 
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The  counsel  correctly  maintains  that  the  lien^  as  to  such 
persons,  continued  only  ten  years^  and  that  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  did  not  extend;  as  to  fhem^  the  lien  beyond  ten 
years  (5  Cowmen,  294 ;  IS  Wend.y  621;  9  TTenrf-,  157;  1 
Ed.  C%.,  619), 

And  it  was  held  that  the  sale  must  actually  take  place 
within  the  ten  years,  as  to  such  persons  as  the  statute  named 
in  restricting  the  lien  to  ten  years. 

At  common  law,  the  real  estate  could  not  be  sold  on  an 
execution,  and  the  early  statutes  which  authorized  the  sale 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  %  3,  prescribed 
the  effect  of  a  judgment  on  real  estate  of  the  debtor. 

As  to  the  debtor,  a  sale  of  his  real  estate  could  be  made, 
without  the  docket  of  a  judgment  in  the  county  where  his 
realty  was  situated,  and  it  became  effectual  to  pass  his  title, 
in  virtue  of  the  provision  of  the  statute,  whether  lien  existed 
or  not  {Correy  agt.  ComeleuSj  1  Barb.j  ch.  6S2 ;  Haverly  agt 
Becker y  4  ^W.  Z.,  169;  Blasson  agt.  Barry ^  1  Lansing^ 
1 92). 

In  the  last  case.  Smith  J.  says :  '^  If  the  lands  had  been 
sold  on  the  execution  while  he  held  the  title,  the  sale  would 
have  been  effectual.''  In  that  case  no  docket  had  been  made  of 
the  judgment  against  Cheney,  one  of  the  debtors  alluded  to  in 
the  opinion,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  docket,  of  course  no 
lien  was  created. 

No  provision  of  the  Code  can  be  found,  which  expressly 
takes  away  the  effect  given  to  judgments  as  against  the 
debtor  and  his  real  property  by  the  Revised  Statutes. 

But  section  289,  in  respect  to  form  of  the  execution,  con* 
tains  a  provision  entirely  in  harmony  with  the  practice  pre- 
vailing under  the  revised  statutes. 

Sub.  1  of  ^  289,  provides  that  the  execution  ^^  shall  require 
the  officer  to  satisfy  the  judgment  out  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  such  debtor,  and  if  sufficient  personal  property  cannot 
be  found,  out  of  the  real  property  belonging  to  him  on  the 


NEW  TOBK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  269 

Nimi  agt  SaMne. 

day  when  the  judgment  was  docketed  in  the  county,  or  at 
any  time  thereafier.^ 

By  these  last  words  it  will  be  seen  that  no  limit  is  placed 
upon  the  officer  as  to  the  real  estate  of  the  debtor. 

These  words  may  be  considered  in  construing  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Code,  upon  the  question  of  theright  to  sell  after 
ten  years  from  the  docketing  of  the  judgment. 

These  words  were  in  the  section  of  1849,  and  it  remains 
as  it  was  then^  unamended  by  the  Legislature. 

Then  the  practice  was  well  settled  that  the  lands  of  the 
debtor  might  be  sold,  although  ten  years  had  elapsed  from 
the  docket  of  the  judgment  {Scott  agt  Howard^  3  Barb.^  319; 
7  Cowm  640 ;  2  Paige^  54). 

The  conclusion  cannot  be  resisted  that  the  sale  and  deed, 
carried  the  title  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  that  the 
execution  was  properly  enforced  out  of  the  debtor's  real 
estate. 

The  plaintiff  is  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  and  derived  a 
good  title  to  the  premises  as  against  the  defendants  in  this 
action,  who  have  no  color  of  title  or  equity  in  the  prem- 


The  statute  declares  them  trespassers,  and  this  action  is 
maintainable  without  any  previous  notice  to  quit  {Livingston 
agt  Tannery  14  N.  Z,  64  j  Torrey  agt  Torrey,  14  N.  Z, 
430). 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintifi^  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  the  premises,  with  $25  damages* 


■« 
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William  Heinhulleb,  plaintiff  aod  reqM>QdeDt  agt  Nanct 
Gray,  Administratrix  &c.  of  Hisam  B.  Gbay,  deceased 
defendant  and  appellant 

An  action  brought  against  defendants  as  indemnitors  of  the  sheriff  for  damages'io 
irttpoit  in  taking  and  carrying  away  plaintHT's  goods  under  process  of  the  ooort 
directed  against  a  stranger,  twrvives  and  contmmi  alter  Die  dcwt^  of  one  of  the  de- 
Itodaats ;  and  on  the  application,  bj  motion,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  action  may 
be  roTiyed  against  the  administratrix  of  the  deceased  defendant,  and  continued  in 
her  name. 

General  Ternty  November y  1 872, 

Before  Babboub,  C.  J^  Monell  and  Fbeedman  J  J. 

Appeal  from  order. 

The  action  was  brought  against  John  C.  Abbott  and 
Hiram  B.  Gray,  as  indemnitors  of  the  sheriff,  for  damages  in 
trespass  in  taking  and  carrying  away  plaintiff's  goods  under 
process  of  court  directed  against  a  stranger.  After  trial  and 
verdict,  judgment  was  entered,  on  June  10th,  1871,  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $2,481  54.  On  defendant's  appeal  to 
the  general  term  the  judgment  was  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered  with  costs  to  abide  the  event.  About  the  27th  day 
of  January,  1872,  the  defendant,  Hiram  B.  Gray,  died,  and 
Nancy  Gray  was  appointed  administratrix  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased,  and  entered  upon  her  duties  as  such. 

Upon  the  pleadings  and  an  affidavit,  showing  the  forego- 
ing facts  and  that  no  new  trial  had  been  had,  and  no  order  of 
revivor  had  been  made  prior  to  the  application  then  about  to 
be  made,  the  court  at  special  term,  on  plaintiff's  motion, 
made  an  order,  that  the  action  be  revived  against  Nancy- 
Gray,  administratrix  of  Hiram  B.  Gray,  one  of  the  defend- 
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ants,  deceased,  and  that  Nancy  Gra/i  aditiinistratrix,  &c., 
appear  and  aasvrer  the  complaint  herein,  within  eighty  days 
from  the  service  of  a  copy  oif  thiis  order  npoil  her,  or  that, 
in  default  thereof,  the  plaintiff  may  apply  to  th^  oonrt  for 
an  order  entering  her  appearance,  and  directing  tiM  action  to 
stand  revived  and  continued  against  her^  as  administratrix, 
-Ac,  and  that  tbe  answer  of  said  Hiram  B.  Gray  be  then 
deemed  the  answer  of  said  administratrix. 
From  this  order  the  administratrix  appealed. 

Abram  Wakehan,  for  appellant 
Stephen  H.  BRAeuE,  for  respondent 

By  the  Court :  Frbedhan,  J.  The  appellant's  claim  upon 
which  her  counsel  rested  his  argument,  that  the  order 
appealed  from  is  illegal,  for  the  reason' that  the  action  connot 
be  continued  against  her,  is  not  well  founded. 

Section  121  of  the  Code  provides,  that  no  action  shall 
abate  by  the  death  of  a  party,  if  the  cause  of  action  survive 
and  continue.  The  legal  effect  of  this  provision,  in  its 
application  to  the  case  of  the  death  of  a  defendant  generally, 
is,  that  the  action  is  not  abated,  but  merely  suspended  by 
«uch  death,  if  an  action  for  the  tome  cause  may  be.  main- 
tained against  thd'  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased. 

The  case  at  bar  is  an  action  known  under  the  old  practice 
as  an  action  of  trespass,  and  although  there  are  no  provisions 
in  the  Code  that  either  expressly,  or  by  any  reasonable  in- 
tendment, give  a  right  to  maintain  such  an  action,  for  such  a 
cause,  against  the  personal  representatives  of  a  wrong-doer, 
yet  such  nght  exists  by  virtue  of  the  following  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  viz : 

Title  5  of  chapt  6  and  part  2d  of  the  Rev.  Stat,  entitled, 
^^  Of  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  executors  and  administra- 
tors,'' provides,  that  any  person,  or  his  personal  representa* 
tives,  shall  have  actions  of  trespass  against  the  executor  or 
administrator  of  any  testator  or  intestate  who,  in  his  life- 
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time,  shall  have  wasted,  destroyed;  taken  or  carried  away, 
or  converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  or  chattels  of  any 
such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate  of 
any  such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate 
of  any  such  person  (2  Rev.  St.^  114  ^  5 ;  3  Bev.  St^  {5th 
Ed.)  pa.  202,  ^  6). 

And  the  statute  concerning  suits  by  and  against  executors 
and*  administrators,  being  th6  first  article  of  title  2,  chapter 
8  of  part  3rd  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  further  provides,  that 
for  wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights  or  interests  of 
another,  for  which  an  action  might  be  maintained  against  the 
wrong-doer,  such  action  may  be  brought  by  the  person 
injured,  or  after  his  death  by  his  executors  or  administrators, 
against  such  wrong-doer,  and  after  his  death  against  his 
executors  or  administrators,  in  the  same  manner  and  with 
the  like  effect  in  all  respects,  as  actions  founded  upon  con- 
tract.     (2  Rev.  Staly  447,  ^  1 }  3  Rev.  Stat.j  5th  ed.  746, 

§  1). 

The  second  section  of  the  last  named  act  excepts  only 
actions  for  slander,  libel,  assault  and  battery,  false  imprison- 
ment, and  actions  on  the  case  for  injuries  to  the  person  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  person  of  the  testator  or  intestate  of 
any  executor  or  administrator.  But  even  these  do  not  abate 
after  verdict  {Code  ^  121). 

The  authorities  cited  be  appellant's  counsel  to  show  that 
the  action  cannot  be  continued,  are  not  in  point  In  Hume 
agt.  Prett  (35  Barb.j  596),  the  court  simply  held  that  the 
rule  of  the  conunon  law,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  one  of 
several  plaintiffs,  who  sue  as  tenants  in  common,  the  action 
can  only  be  continued  in  the  name  of  the  survivors,  has  not 
been  abrogated  or  altered  by  the  modern  legislation  of  this 
state. 

In  HopJcins  agt.  Adams  (5  Ahb.y  352),  Potter  agt  Van 
Vranken  (36  N.  F.,  626)  and  ZaAy  agt  Brady  (1  Daly, 
443),  it  was  held  that  the  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal 
property,  formerly  styled  replevin,  survives  the  death  of  the 
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plainidfl^  but  does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  defendant. 
The  principle  to  be  deduced  from  these  decisions  is^  that 
inasmuch  as  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  replevin,  and  in  the  action  substituted  by  the  Code;  is  to 
bind  the  defendant  personally  for  the  re-delivery  of  the  prop- 
erty,  no  action  founded  upon  defendant's  tortious  detention 
can  be  continued,  after  the  death  of  such  defendant,  against 
his  personal  representatives.  To  be  liable  in  that  form  of 
action,  the  tortious  detention  must  be  the  result  of  the  per- 
sonal acts  of  such  representatives. 

In  Feaph  agt.  Gibhs  (9  Wend.^  32),  the  declaration  was 
in  assumpsit,  under  3  R.  S.,  513,  514,  by  which  statute 
aherifis  are  made  liable  to  the  people  of  the  state,  in  that 
form  of  action,  for  neglect  to  return  a  warrant  issued  against  a 
tax  collector.  In  fact,  the  action  was  in  the  nature  of  an  action 
on  the  case  against  the  deceased  sheriff's  executors,  for  the 
default  of  the  sheriff's  deputy,  and  consequently  in  substance 
ex  delicto.  The  court,  after  noticing  1  R.  S.,  311,  312,  giv- 
ing trespass  as  the  wOy  statutory  provision  passed  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
case  fell  within  the  rule  of  the  conmion  law,  which  provided 
that,  when  the  cause  of  action  is  ex  delicto  and  not  beneficial 
to  the  estate,  no  action  lies  against  the  representatives  of  the 
estate. 

But  in  Hopkins  agt  Adams  (supra)j  the  effect  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  first  above  referred  to, 
was  fully  disoussed,  and  this  court  held  that,  although  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  replevin  did  not  survive  the  death  of 
the  defendant,  an  action  sounding  in  damages  only,  and  in 
which  the  judgmept,  when  recovered  against  an  executor  or 
administrator,  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  in  due  course  of 
administration,  does  survive  and  may  be  continued  against 
defendant's  representatives. 

Unless  there  is  force  in  the  suggestion  of  appellant's  coun- 
sel, that  that  doctrine  is  to  be  strictly  confined  to  the  case  of 
the  death  of  a  sole  wrongdoer,  and  that  it  cannot  be  extended 
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to  a  case  of  the  death  of  one  of  several  wroDgdoers,  and  that 
in  the  latter  case,  such  death  can  only  be  suggested  on  the 
record,  and  the  action  can  only  proceed  against  the  surviving 
defendant,  under  2  JRev.  Stat.,  3S6,  sec,  1 ,  we  see  no  reason 
why  we  should  apply  a  different  rule  to  the  case  now  before 
us. 

If  the  action  were  founded  upon  the  joint  liability  of  the 
original  defendants,  arising  out  of  a  contract,  express  or  im* 
plied,  the  position  of  appellant's  counsel  would  be  correct. 
In  such  case  the  action,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  last  referred 
to,  would  survive  against  the  surviving  defendant,  and  no 
action  would  lie  against  the  appellant  in  her  representative 
capacity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  insolvency  of  the  surviv- 
ing defendant,  and  that  plaintiff  had  exhausted  his  remedy 
against  hifti  (Voorhia  agt.  ChUcTs  Execrs.^  17  N.  F.,  354; 
Fine  agt.  Bighter^  3  Abb.y  N.  S.^  385).  But  this  rule  applies 
neither  to  parties  sevaidly  liable  for  a  debt  by  express  con- 
tract; nor  to  parties  jointly  and  severally  liable  as  wrong- 
doers. 

The  original  defendants  in  this  case  were  sued  ieis  joint 
tortfeasors,  and  as  such  their  liability  is  joint  and  several. 
If  they  had  been  sued  separately,  an  answer  by  one  pleading 
a  former  recovery  against  the  other,  would  not  have  been 
good,  unless  it  also  averred  actual  satisfaction.  It  is  true 
that,  being  sued  jointly,  the  action,  upon  the  death  of 
either,  becomes  incapable  of  being  continued  as  a  joint 
action  against  the  survivor  and  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased.  But  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  action,  if 
severed  by  the  death  of  one,  survives  against  the  other,  and 
that  under  section  274  of  the  Code,  it  may  be  continued 
against  the  i^presentatives  of  the  deceased  as  a  separate 
action,  as  was  suggested  in  Gardner  agt  Walker  (22  How.y 
405) ;  Union  Bank  agt.  Mott  (27  K  T.,  633) ;  and  McVean 
agt.  Scotty  Adm.y  (46  Barb.,  379). 

The  action,  therefore,  was  rightfully  continued  against  the 
appellant,  and,  no  question  having  been  raised  as  to  the  form 
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of  the  order^  as  entered,  the  order  appealed  from  must  be 
affirmed.  In  order  to  be  in  a  position  to  try  the  case  against 
the  appellant  as  a  separate  action,  it  may  perhaps  become 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  a  further  application. 
But  as  that  question  is  not  properly  before  us,  we  express 
no  opinion  upon  it. 
Order  affirmed  with  costs 

Barboub  C.  J.  and  Mon^ll  J.  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Denis  Qum  agt.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty 

of  the  City  of  New  York. 


In  an  action  against  the  corporation  of  the  City  of  New  York  by  a  jnstioe  of  a 
district  conrt  of  that  city  for  payment  ot  a  balance  of  salary  claimed  to  be  dne  the 
justice,  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per  year,  and  the  answer  of  the  defendants  deny  that 
the  salary  of  the  plaintiff  waa  fixed  at  $10,000  per  year,  bnt  allege  that  it  was  fixed 
by  law  at  $5,000  per  year,  and  offer  to  allow  judgment  at  the  latter  rate ;  On  de- 
marer  to  the  answer,  the  qnestion  is,  whether  the  salary  of  the  plaint^  was  lawfully 
fixed  at  $10,000,  per  year  or  at' the  lesser  sum  of  $5,000. 

This  qnestion  is  settled  in  fkvor  of  the  plaintiff  by  showing  that  on  the  3Ist  of 
December,  1869,  the  common  connsel  passed  an  ordinance  fixing  the  oompensation 
of  each  of  the  j9o/ice  justicet  at  $10,000  per  year,  and  that  compensation  was  there- 
after paid  to  them  at  that  rate,  and  was  so  paid  when  cK.  383  of  the  Lawt  of  1870 
was  enacted. 

The  latter  enactment  reads  as  follows  "  The :  mayor  and  comptroller  are  hereby 
authorised  to  fix  the  salaries  of  the  dvil  justices  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  as  they  may  deem  the  legal  business  of  the  respective  districts  to 
justify,  not  exceeding  the  ialary  now  paid  to  the  police  Juttices  of  taid  citif. 

It  is  in  vain  to  assert  that  the  salary  of  the  police  justices  had  been  unlawfully 
fixed  at  $10,000  per  year.  That  is  not  the  question ;  but  rather  what  was  the  sum 
then  paid  as  such  salary. 

On  the  21st  of  October,  1870,  the  mayor  and  comptroller  in  pursuance  of  the  act 
of  1870  cA.,  383,  fixed  the  salary  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  civil  justice  at  $10,000 
per  year,  and  signed  a  certificate  to  authenticate  such  action.  To  this  salary  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled. 

The  second  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  was  that  there  was  not  money  in  the 
treasury  of  the  city  appropriated  or  applicable  to  the  plaintiffs  claim  at  the  rate  ot 
$10,000  per  yt«r. 

The  defendants  rely  upon  eh,  583  of  the  laws  of  1871,  as  supporting  this  defense. 
It  is  claimed  that  this  act,  commonly  called  the  ^  two  per  cent  act,''  limits  the 
amount  to  be  raised  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  by  taxation  for  the  year  1871,  and 
that  the  board  of  apportionment,  after  providing  for  the  principal  and  interest  ot 
certain  bonds  and  the  city's  proportion  of  the  state  tax,  shall  apportion  the  remain- 
der of  such  aggregate  amount  *'  to  the  various  departments  and  purposes  of  the  oitj 
and  county  governments"  and  that  from  the  sum  so  raised,  all  tike  expenses  of  the 
city  and  county  for  all  their  departments  and  purposes  shall  be  paid,  and  «#- 
UcdnliHei  ehaU  he  incwrredfor  any  pwrpote  in  excess  of  such  amount  (^  1-3). 

That  by  said  act  the  board  of  apportionment  has  power  to  regulate  the  salariet  of 
oijicert  and  employees  of  the  city  and  county  governments  ($  3). 
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Also  the  5th  aecUon  of  the  same  act  is  relied  on  which  prorides  that  **no  liability 
for  any  purpo$e  whaUoever  tkaU  ikertafUr  ht  xneurred  by  any  department  of  the 
city  of  New  York  or  officers  of  the  cowUy  of  New  York  exceeding  ta  amount  the  appro- 
priaiion  made  for  snch  purpose ;  nor  shall  the  City  and  County  of  Hew  York  be  held 
Uable  for  any  indebtednese  so  incurred, 

HeUL^  IsU  that  the  civil  justices  are  not  attached  to  any  of  the  **  departments"  of 
the  city  goyemment;  nor  are  they  ofiBcers  or  employees  of  any  of  those  depart- 
ments, bat  still  these  civil  Justices  are  entitled  by  law  to  have  their  salaries  paid 
by  the  city. 

2d.  When  ch,  583  of  the  laws  of  1871  was  passed  the  salaries  of  these  civil  jus^ 
tices  were  fixed  at  $10,000  each  per  year,  and  if  when  the  board  oS  apportionment 
had  made  the  appropriations  thereunder  for  1871,  whether  they  exhausted  all  the 
fund  at  their  disposal  or  not,  they  had  allowed  to  the  civil  justices  for  their  salaries 
but  one-half  of  what  they  Were  entitled  to  receive,  then  it  is  clear  that  one-half  the 
sums  ^oe  the  justices  for  their  salaries  would  still  be  due  to  them  above  such 
appropriations.  The  act. of  1871,  was  not  intended  to  abrogate  existing  lawiul 
contracts,  or  liabilities  of  the  city. 

3rd.  The  city  is  liable  for  the  plaintiffs  salary  at  the  rate  of  |10,000  per  year, 
though  the  board" of  apportionment  has  iailed  to  provide  for  it«  payment. 

• 

New  York  Special  Termy  December j  1872. 

The  plaintiff  was  elected  justice  of  the  first  district  court 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  entered  upon  his  six  years 
term  of  office  January  Ist,  1870.  His  salary  was  fixed  by 
the  Mayor  and  Comptroller  at  $10,000  per  annum  and  was 
paid  at  that  rate  up  to  September,  1871.  Subsequent  to 
that  date  the  plaintiff's  salary  was  paid  at  the  rate  of  $5,000 
per  annum,  and  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  the 
balance  due. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants,  verified  by  Andrew  H, 
Green,  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York,  denies  that  the 
salary  of  plaintiff  was  fixed  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per 
annum,  and  alleged  as  a  second  defense  that  there  was  no 
money  in  the  city  treasury  appropriated  or  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  plaintiff's  salary  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per 
annum. 

The  answer  did  not  deny  any  of  the  material  facts  set  out 
in  the  complaint  The  plaintiff  demurred  on  the  ground 
that  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer  are  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  defense. 

The  facts  are  very  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge. 


-BC8     NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Quin  agt  The  Mayor,  d&o.,  of  N.  T. 


A.  R.  Lawrence,  for  plaitUif. 
D.  J.  Dean,  for  d^endants. 

Fakcheb,  J. — The  plaintiff,  at  the  charter  election  in 
December,  1869,  was  elected  to  the  office  of  justice  of  the 
district  court  in  the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  first  judicial 
<listrict  of  said  city,  for  the  term  of  six  years  from  the  first 
of  January,  1870,  and  he  entered  upon  the  duties  of  the 
office  on  that  day  and  has  since  then  qontinued  to  perform 
the  same. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  for  the  salary  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  civil  justice,  from  the  first  of  September, 
1871,  to  the  31st  day  of  May,  1872,  at  the  rate  of  $10,000 
per  annum.  *  The  first  and  second  demands  of  payment,  re- 
quired by  law,  were  made  upon  the  comptroller,  and  he 
refused  to  pay  the  claim. 

•  The  answer  of  the  defendants,  verified  by  the  comptroller, 
as  chief  financial  officer  of  the  city,  denies  that  the  salary  ofi 
the  plaintiff*  is  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per  annum ;  alleges 
that  it  is  fixed  by  law  at  $5,000  per  annum,  and  offers  to 
^ow  judgment  at  the  latter  rate.  For  a  second  defense  the 
answer  alleges  that  there  is  no  money  in  the  treasury  of  the 
<^ity  appropriated,  or  applicable,  to  the  payment  of  the  salary 
at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per  annum ;  and  finally  sets  up  that  on 
and  since  the  first  of  October,  1871,  there  was  no  money  in 
the  treasury  so  appropriated  or  applicable. 

To  this  answer  the  plaintiff  has  demurred,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  answer  states  any  lawful  defense  to  the 
action. 

1.  The  first  question  which  arises  on  these  pleadings  is 
whether  the  salary  of  the  plaintiff  is  lawfully  fixed  at  ten 
thousand  dollars  per  annum,  or  at  the  lesser  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars  per  annum.  Chap,  308  of  the  laws  of  1864 
provides,  that  the  justices  and  clerks  of  the  district  courts 
should  receive  an  annual  compensation  to  be  fixed  by  the 
board  of  supervisors.     The  complaint  sets  forth  this  provi- 
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sion  of  iaw;  and  a&eges  that  on  the  3 1st  day  of  December^ 
1864;  an  ordinance  or  resi^ution  was  adopted  by  the  board  of 
supervisors^  and  approved  on  the  same  day  by  the  mayor, 
fixing  the  compensation  of  the  said  justices  at  $5,000  per 
annum,  payable  monthly.  The  complaint  sets  forth  the 
provisions  of  law,  which  authorize  the  common  council  or 
board  of  supervisors  to  increase  the  compensation  of  certain 
officers  including  police  justices ;  and  alleges  that  on  the  3l8t 
of  December,  1869,  the  common  council  passed  an  ordinance 
fixing  the  compensation  of  each  of  the  police  justices  at 
$10,000  per  annum ;  and  that  compensation  was  thereafter 
paid  to  them  at  that  rate,  and  was  so  paid  when  chap.  383 
of  the  laws  of  1S70,  wAs  enacted. 

The  last  enactment  reads  as  follows : 

"The  mayor  and  comptroller  are  hereby  authorized  to  fix 
the  salaries  of  the  civil  justices  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  as  they  may  deem  the  legal  business^ 
of  the  respective  districts  to  justify,  not  exceeding  the  salary 
nou)  paid  to  the  police  justices  of  said  city.^ 

It  is  conceded  that  the  salary  then  paid  to  each  police 
justice,  under  the  color  of  the  authority  of  law,  and  within 
the  literal  scope  of  the  language  of  the  legislature  and  of 
the  common  council,  was  $10,000  per  annum ;  but  it  is  con* 
tended  that  the  common  council  had  no  lawful  authority  ta 
increase  such  salary  to  that  sum. 

Whether  the  ordinance  of  the  common  council  of  the  31st 
December,  1869,  by  which  the  compensation  of  each  of  the 
police  justices  was  fixed  at  $10,000  per  annum,  was  legal 
and  valid,  or  not,  it  is  certain  that  it  was  adopted  under  the 
supposed  authority  of  law.  Chap.  508  of  the  laws  of  1860, 
contains  the  supposed  authority  and  provides  that  ^^the 
common  council  or  the  board  of  supervisors  in  said  city  and 
county  may  increase  the  compensation  of  any  officer  men- 
tioned herein,"  and  police  justice^  are  officers  mentioned  in 
the  act 

When  this  plaintifi*  entered  upon  the  duties  of  his  office 
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the  salary  of  a  police  justice,  as  fixed  by  resolution  of  the 
common  council,  and  as  paid,  was  $10,000  per  annum,  and 
this  was  the  specified  salary  paid  to  a  police  justice  when, 
in  April  following,  chap.  383  of  the  laws  of  1870  was 
passed.  Now  when  the  legislature  by  that  act  declared  that 
the  mayor  and  comptroller  are  thereby  authorized  to  fix  the 
salaries  of  the  civil  justices  of  the  city  of  New  York  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  as  they  may  deem  the  legal  business  of 
the  respective  districts  to  justify,  not  exceeding  the  salary 
then  paid  to  the  police  justices  of  said  city,  what  did  the 
legislature  mean  f  It  is  plain  they  meant  to  grant  to  the 
mayor  and  comptroller  a  discretion  to  fix  such  salary  at  any 
sum  not  exceeding  the  sum  then  paid  as  salary  to  a  police 
justice.  It  is  in  vain  to  assert  that  the  salary  of  the  police 
justice  had  been  unlawfully  fixed  at  $10,000  per  annum.  That 
is  not  the  question ;  but  rather  what  was  the  sum  then  paid 
as  such  salary  f  Unquestionably  the  sum  was  ten  thousand 
dollars  per  annum,  and,  right  or  wrong,  it  was  being  paid 
under  color  of  the  authority  of  law.  The  act  of  1870  does 
not  refer  to  any  law  fixing  the  salary  of  a  police  justice,  nor 
does  it  contain  any  language  by  which  the  act  can  be  con- 
strued to  mean  the  lawfully  fixed  salary  of  the  police  justice. 
On  the  contrary  the  expression  of  the  statute  is,  ^^not 
exceeding  the  salary  noto  paid  to  the  police  justices  of  said 
city.'* 

On  the  2l8t  of  October,  1870,  the  mayor  and  comptroller 
of  the  city  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  of  chap.  383  (f 
the  laws  of  1879,  fixed  the  salary  of  the  plaintiff,  as  such 
civil  justice  at  $10,000  per  annum,  and  signed  a  certificate 
to  autheuticate  such  action.  They  must,  at  that  time,  have 
supposed  that  their  official  act  was  valid  and  in  accordance 
with  law,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  not 
legal  and  valid. 

It  is  said  that  when  the  common  council,  on  the  31st  of 
December,  1869,  increased  the  salary  of  a  police  justice 
from  $5,000  to   10,000,  they  acted  in  violation  of  law, 
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because  chap.  876  of  the  laws  of  1869,  which  was  then  in 
force,  prohibited  the  common  council  from  creating  any  new 
ofSce  or  department,  or  increasing  the  salaries  of  ofScials 
tiien  in  office. 

Suppose  this  objection  as  to  the  want  of  power  of  the 
common  council  to  increase  the  salary  of  a  police  justice  to 
be  well  taken.  Does  it  overthrow  the  fact  that  the  common 
council  did  pass  an  ordinance  to  increase  such  salary  to 
$10,000  per  annum,  under  which  it  t€(i$  paid  at  that  ratet 
The  fact  is,  such  an  ordinance  was  passed,  and  from  that  tune 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1870,  and  the  granting  of  the 
certificate  of  the  mayor  and  comptroller  above  mentioned, 
the  sum  then  paid  as  salary  to  the  police  justice  was 
$110,000. 

Whether  the  police  justice  got  his  salary  lawfully  or  un- 
lawfully, the  amount  then  paid  him  therefore,  under  color 
of  lawful  authority,  was  $10,000  per  annum.  This  sum^ 
then,  is  the  standard  up  to  which  the  mayor  and  comptroller 
had  a  right,  under  the  act  of  1870,  to  go,  when  they  fixed 
the  salary  to  be  paid  to  the  civil  justices  of  the  city.  This 
standard  was  the  lunit  beyond  which  they  had  no  discretion, 
and  since  they  have  not  exceeded  it,  I  think  their  action  was 
legaL  When  courts  are  construing  a  statute  with  a  view  to 
its  proper  interpretation,  the  chief  thing  sought  for  is  the 
thought  expressed  by  the  language  of  the  statute.  {NetoeU 
agt  The  People^  7  F.  N.,  97).  It  is  dear  that  the  thought 
expressed  by  the  language  of  the  act  of  1870  is^a  gradua- 
tion of  the  salaries  of  the  civil  justices  according  to  the 
discretion  of  the  mayor  and  the  comptroller,  up  to,  but  not 
above,  the  standard  which  was  marked  by  the  sum  then  paid 
for  salary  to  a  police  justice.  The  idea  that  such  sum  was 
illegally  fixed,  could  not,  when  the  act  of  1870  was  passed, 
have  entered  the  mind  of  the  legislature,  for  the  point  had 
not  been  raised.  If  the  salary  of  a  civil  justice  in  New 
York  is  not  fixed  at  the  proper  amount,  the  rehiedy  must 
be  sought  in  the  proper  place,  and  not  in  the  cdurt  which 
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cannot  make  law,  but  is  only  authorized  to  interpret  and 
administer  it. 

2.  The  second  defense  set  up  by  the  answer  is,  that  there 
is  not  money  in  the  treasury  of  the  city  appropriated  or  ap* 
(dicable  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per 
annum. 

Chapter  683  of  Laws  of  1871,  p.  1268,  is  relied  upon 
as  supporting  this  defense.  It  is  claimed  that  this  act,  com- 
monly called  the  ^^two  per  cent/'  act,  limits  the  amount 
to  Jm»d  by  tb.  b<»rd  S  ...^^  b,  taction,  for  tbe 
year  1S71,  and  that  the  board  of  apportionment,  after  pro- 
viding for  the  principal  and  interest  of  certain  bonds,  and 
the  city's  proportion  of  the  state  tax,  shall  apportion  the 
remainder  of  such  aggregate  amount  ^^  to  the  various  depart- 
ments and  purposes  of  the  city  -and  county  governments'' ; 
and  that  from  the  sum  so  raised  ^^  all  the  expenses  of  the 
city  and  county  for  all  their  departments  and  purposes  shall  ^ 
be  paid,  and  no  liabilities  shall  be  incurred  for  any  purpose 
in  excess  of  such  amount  (Sec  1-3). 

It  \b  further  claimed  that  by  said  act  the  board  of  appor- 
tionment has  power  ^^  to  regulate  the  salaries  of  officers  and 
employees  of  the  city  and  county  governments  (Sec.  3). 

The  5th  section  of  the  same  act  is  relied  on,  which  pro- 
vides that  ^^  no  liability  for  any  purpose  whatsoever  shall 
thereafter  be  incurred  by  any  department  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  or  officers  of  the  county  of  New  York,  exceeding  ia 
amount  the  appropriations  made  for  such  purpose ;  nor  shall 
the  city  or  county  of  New  York  be  held  liable  for  ^ny  in- 
debtedness so  incurred. 

The  civil  justices  are  not  attached  to  any  of  the  ^^de- 
partments" of  the  city  government,  nor  are  they  officers 
or  employees  of  any  of  those  '^  departments."  This  will 
be  evident  by  a  reference  to  the  Charter  of  1870,  (1  Laws  of 
1870»  p.  366  chap.  137),  which  defines  what  are  the  co- 
ordinate departments  of  the  city  government,  and  how  they 
are  constituted.    The  civil  justices  are  elected  by  the  elect- 
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on  of  the  district  io  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.  {Lotos 
of  1867,  chop.  344,  707,  ^5}  Laws  of  1866,  1898, 
chap.  688,  ^8).  But  although  not  attached  to  any  of 
the  ^^  departments''  d^^  the  city  government,  still  the  justices 
of  the  district  courts,  in  ike  city  of  New  ToriL,  itfe  entitled 
by  law  to  have  their  salaries  paid  by  the  city.  This  is  not 
disputed*  When,  therefcnre,  the  board  of  apportionment  met 
to  ^spose  oi  the  moneys  raised  under  the  *  two  per  cent'' 
act,  they  well  knew  that  the  salaries  of  the  district  court 
justices  were  to  be  provided  for.  Those  salaries  were  then 
l^ally  fixed  at  $10,000  each — at  least  ihe  salary  of  tiie  plain- 
tiff was  fixed  at  that  sum.  It  is  not  asserted  that  out  of  the 
sum  capable  of  being  apportioned,  provision  could  not  have 
been  made  for  the  payment  of  these  salaries  and  for  all  other 
purposes  of  tiie  city  and  county  government,  by  the  board 
of  apportionment,  nor  that  to  haye  done  so  would  have  re- 
quired the  board  of  apportionment  to  exceed  the  expenditure 
allowed  by  law.  It  is  only  asserted  that'  the  board  of  appor- 
tionment did  not,  under  the  act  of  1871,  appropriate  or  make 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  j^ntifi^s  salary  any  sum 
above  $5,000.  per  annum.  If  this  be  so,  the  board  has  pro- 
vided for  half  of  the  salary  of  the  plaintiff  accruing  during 
'  1871,  and  left  the  other  half  unprovided  for.  What  are  the 
plaintiff's  rights  under  that  state  of  facts  T 

It  is  contended  for  the  defendants,  that  by  virtue  of  the 
statute,  {chap.  683,  Latvs  of  1871,  ^  6),  no  expense  ean  be 
incurred  for  1871,  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  made  by 
the  board  of  apportionment ;  that  neither  the  city  or  county 
of  New  York  can  be  held  liable  for  any  such  excess  of  in- 
debtedness so  incurred ;  that  no  legal  elaim,  therefore,  can 
exist  for  salary  or  other  expense  incurred  in  excess  of  tiie 
appropriation  {Donovcm  agt.  The  MayoTj  dfC.  (33  N.  71, 
291) ;  and  that  no  judgment  can  be  recovered  in  such  case 
unless  it  appears  tiiat  there  is  money  in  the  city  treasury 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  claim  {^6  of  chop.  686, 
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Laws  of  1867 ;  Tribune  Association  agt.  The  Mayor^  dkCj 
48  Barb.,  240). 

If,  as  we  have  seea  in  the  case,  when  chap.  583  of  the 
Laws  (/  1871  was  passed,  the  salaries  of  the  justices  of  the 
district  courts  of  the  city  were  fixed  at  $10,000  each  per 
annum,  and  if,  when  the  board  of  apportionment  had  made 
the  appropriations  thereunder  for  1871,  whether  they  ex- 
hausted idl  the  fund  at  their  disposal  or  not,  they  had  allowed 
to  the  district  court  justices,  for  their  salaries,  bqt  one-half 
of  what  they  were  entitled  to  receive,  then  it  is  clear  that 
one-half  the  sums  due  the  justices  for  their  salaries  would 
still  be  due  to  them  above  such  appropriations.  Can  the 
city  escape  liability  therefor  under  shelter  of  the  act  of  1S71 T 
Was  that  act  intended  to  abrogate  existing  lawful  contracts 
or  liabilities  of  the  city  f  It  should  not  be  construed  to  have 
such  an  effect  unless  it  be  necessary,  and,  I  think,  no  such 
necessity  exists.  Suppose  that  in  January,  1871,  prior  to 
the  act,  a  contract  had  been  duly  made  by  the  city  with  a 
timber  dealer  for  supplying,  during  that  year,  a  specified 
amount  of  certain  timber,  for  repairing  docks,  or  other  law- 
ful use,  and  that  the  contractor,  faithful  to  the  contract,  had 
delivered  all  the  timber  during  the  year,  and  thus  performed 
the  contract  on  his  part,  but  from  some  omission  or  design 
the  board  of  apportionment  had  ncA  appropriated  sufficient 
moneys,  according  to  the  "two  per  cent'^  act,  to  pay  for 
the  timber,  though  the  city  received  and  used  it  all.  Can  it 
be  pretended  that  the  effect  of  the  act  is  to  deprive  the  con- 
tractor of  ]i\%  due,  and  that  no  "legal  elaim''  could  exist 
against  the  city  therefor.  If  such  is  the  effect  of  a  proper 
interpretation  of  the  iict,  it  does  not  require  argument  to 
show  that  it  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  I  think  the  act  is 
not  obnoxious  to  such  an  interpretation,  A  more  reasonable 
construction  is  possible.  The  act  is  prospective,  and  its  pro- 
visions are  not  to  have  a  retroactive  eftect  Whatever  valid 
contracts  or  liabilities  of  the  city  existed  at  the  date  of  its 
passage  continue  to  exist,  and  are  not  abrogated  by  the  act. 
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The  language  of  the  act  of  1871,  §5,  is,  ^^no  liability  for 
any  purpose  whatever  shall  be  hereafter  incurred  by  any  de- 
partment of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  officers  of  the  county 
of  New  York,  exceeding  in  amount  the  appropriations  made 
for  such  purpose.^  ^  The  plaintiff's  claim  is  not  a  liability 
incurred  by  any  "  department"  of  the  city,  nor  by  any 
officer  of  the  county,  nor  was  it  incurred  after  the  qct.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  a  liability  imposed  on  the  city  by  the  peo- 
ple in  their  sovereign  capacity,  ttirough  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, which  requires  the  city  to  pay  the  salaries  of  the  district 
court  justices,  and  the  liability  was  incurred  before  the  act 
of  1871,  and  when  the  plaintiff  assumed  his  office. 

It  may  be  true,  that  in  respect  of  expenses  for  purposes 
of  city  or  county  government,  incurred  after  the  passage  of 
the  act,  no  liabUity  therefor  could  be  incurred  by  the  city  in 
excess  of  the  amounts  appropriated  by  the  board  of  appor- 
tionment. After  the  act  was  passed,  parties  contracting 
with  the  city  were  advised  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and 
could  refrain  from  contracting  so  as  to  protect  their  rights ; 
but  parties  who  had  been  bound  by  contract,  or  by  election 
and  oath  of  office,  prior  to  that  time,  could  have  no  such 
advice  or  opportunity,  and  they  would  be  entrapped  and 
defrauded  if  the  act  be  held  to  be  retrospective  and  applica- 
ble to  them.  The  plaintifi  entered  upon  his  office  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  "  two  per  cenf  act ;  he  took  his  oath 
of  office  prior  to  that  time ;  and  when  the  act  was  enacted, 
he  i^as  bound  in  law  and  conscience  to  continue  to  perform 
the  duties  of  his  office  for  the  term  for  which  he  was  elected, 
and  he  could  not  withdraw  from  the  obligations.  Neither 
law  nor  justice  will,  I  think,  permit  the  city  to  withdraw 
from  its  correlative  obligation  imposed  upon  it  by  law.  It  is 
liable  for  the  plaintiff's  salary  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per  year, 
though  the  board  of  apportionment  has  failed  to  provide  for 
its  payment. 

The  case  o{  Donovan  agt.  Mayor  of  New  YorJzj  (33  N.  T., 
291),  cited  by  defendant's  counsel,  held  that  where  munici- 
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pal  officers  act  without  authority  in  making  a  contract,  the 
city  will  not  be  liable.  Of  course,  if  a  party  act  in  contra- 
vention of  the  policy  and  terms  of  a  statute,  he  cannot 
invoke  the  lud  of  the  courts  to  enforce  an  unlawful  agreemmt. 
But  what  has  this  plaintiff  done  in  contravention  of  any  law  t 
or  what  illegal  duty  has  he  undertaken  f  His  office  and  duty 
as  district  justice  are  precisely  within  the  express  terms  of 
taw,  and 'the  principle  of  the  case  in  33  N.  Y.  doea  not  seem 
to  me  to  be  applicable  to  him.  Hq  would  have  been  guilty 
of  violation  of  both  law  and  duty  had  he  refrained  from 
exercising  the  functions  of  his  office.  Nor  does  the  case  of 
the  Tribune  Association  agt  Hie  Mayor j  dtdy  of  New  York 
(48  B€irb.y  240),  affect  the  right  of  this  plaintiff  to  recover 
for  his  salary.  Under  the  statute  of  1866,  vol  2,  2070, 
§10,  the  general  term  of  the  first  department  held,  that  no 
judgment  in  actiona  upon  contract  could  be  entered  by  de- 
fault or  otherwise  'against  the  corporation,  of  New  York 
except  up^  proof  in  open  court  that  th^  amount  sou^t  to 
be  recovered  remained  unexpended  in  the  city  treasury  to 
the  credit  of  the  appropriations  to  the  specific  object  or 
purpose  upon  which  the  claim  sued  for  is  founded,^  and  that 
the  statute  affected  the  remedy  and  not  the  contract,  foras- 
much  as  it  prohibited  the  entry  of  a  judgment  until  the  ap- 
propriation was  made.  The  court  said  the  act  ^^is  not 
applicable  to  actions  but  to  judgments." 

An  examination  of  the  provisions  cited  from  the  10th 
section  of  the  act  of  1866,  with  the  entire  control  of  the 
section,  and  with  the  other  sections  of  that  act,  will  show 
that  the  restriction  as  to  the  entry  of  judgments  against  the 
city,  contained  therein,  is  applicable  only  to  the  liabilities 
of  1866,  and  respects  only  the  appropriations  made  under 
that  act  for  the  liabihties  of  that  year.  The  consequences 
of  holding  that  all  of  the  liabilities  for  all  time  against  the 
city  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  appropriated  by  that  act  for 
the  purpose  would  be  so  absurd  that  no  one  will  be  found  to 
contend  that  the  restriction  against  rendering  judgments  ap- 
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plies  to  any  daiixit  or  liabilitiei  except  thoM  of  the  year  of 
186(L  This  constniction  is  fitvored  by  the  express  language  of 
the  similar  act  of  the  taceeeding  year  (3  Laws  ^f  1867^ 
1606,  %  6),  which,  in  express  tenns,  limits  the  restriction  as 
to  the  entry  of  judgments  by  default  er  dtberwise  against 
the  corporation  of  New  York  to  that  particular  year  and  it 
is  not  extended  to  judgments  generally. 

But  it  is  argued  that  tJunf.  583  of  the  ad  of  1871,  ^  3, 
anthorixes  tiie  board  of  apportionment  to  regulate  all  salaries 
<^  officers  and  employees  of  the  city  and  county  govern- 
ments, and  forasmuch  as  the  board  hare  only  appropriated 
money  to  pay  the  salaries  of  the  district  court  justices,  for 
1871,  at  the  rate  of  $^000  per  annum,  therefore  those  sala- 
ries are  thus  lawfully  regulated.  It  may  be  questioned 
wliether  the  officers  thus  referred  to,  include  judicial  officers. 
The  term  certainly  doe.s  not  include  state  officers  who  derive 
their  office  from  the  general  laws  of  the  state,  and  whose 
duties  are  not  by  law  limited  to  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York.  Yet  resuming  that  the  language  just  quoted  is  broad 
enough  to  embrace  district  court  justices,  whose  salaries  are 
paid  by  the  city,  there  is  this  sufficient  answer  to  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  salaries  have  been  charged  by  the  board  of 
apportionment.  The  act  of  the  board  of  apportionment  in 
setting  apart  or  appropriating  a  certain  sum  for  the  payment 
of  the  salaries  of  the  district  court  justices  for  1871,  which 
sum  thus  appropriated  is  less  than  the  aggregate  amount  of 
Buch  salaries  as  lawfully  iGxed,  is  not  a  regulation  of  such 
salves  so  as  to  change  the  amounts  of  the  salaries  as  already 
fixed.  Before  the  board  of  apportionment  can  change  the 
amount  of  a  specific  salary  they  must  act  directly  on  the 
question  of  the  amount  of  the  salary,  and  explicitly  make 
the  change. 

The  change,  or  regulation  of  the  salary  to  a  different  sum, 
will  not  be  inferred  from  the  indirect  action  of  the  board  in 
setting  apart  an  aggregate  amount  to  meet  the  payment  of 
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the  same  and  similar  salaries.  It  does  not  appear  but  that 
other  moneys  were  at  the  command  of  the  board  which 
could  be  appropriated  to  the  purpose,  nor  that  tha  board 
intended  to  make  no  further  appropriations  for  this  purpose* 
.  They  have  the  express  power  by  the  8d  section  of  chap. 
683  of  the  act  of  1871  (as  the  comptroller  has  by  chap.  9  of 
Laws  of  1872),  to  ^^  transfer  appropriations  which  are  found 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  amount  required  or  deekned  to  be  necessa* 
ry  to  such  other  purposes  as  they  shall  find  to  require  the 
same*  The  language  implies  that  8om3  of  the  appropriations 
made  would  be  insujQKcient  for  the  purpof^ce  for  which  they 
were  made,  and  is  potential  in  argmuent  to  show  that  an 
appropriation  unequal  to  tho  porpore  of  payins  certain  fixed 
salaries  was  not  a  regulation  or  reduction  of  the  salaries  to 
the  standard  of  the  first  appropriation.  If  there  is  not 
money  in  the  city  treasury  suflScient.to  meet  the  payment  of 
these  salaries,  it  is  not  the  fault  of  the  law.  There  is  suffi- 
cient lawful  authority  to  raise  the  amount  necessary  under 
chap.  583  of  the  Laws  of  1871,  and  chaps.  9,  29  and  444 
of  the  Laws  of  1 872.  The  board  of  apportionment  and 
audit  can  provide  for  the  claims,  and  until  the  revenues  from 
taxation  are  received  the  comptroller  can  issue  bonds  to 
cover  all  the  deficiencies  in  respect  of  these  salaries  and  the 
salaries  of  any  judicial  officers.  It  is  not  competent  for  the 
financial  department  of  the  city  to  say,  "  there  is  no  money 
in  the  treasury  to  meet  the  claim, '^  when  the  financial  de> 
pcirtment  and  the  board  of  apportionment  and  audit  then>- 
selves  might  supply  the  deficiency.  The  claim  is  lawful  and 
honest ;  there  is  abundant,  lawful  power  to  raise  the  money 
to  provide  for  it ;  and  if  the  board  of  apportionment  and 
audit,  and  the  comptroller,  refuse  or  lieglect  to  take  the 
proper  action  to  make  such  provision,  then  the  remedy  of 
the  plaintifiis  to  establish  his  claim  by  a  judgment  and  to 
collect  it  by  an  execution. 
It  is  contended  that  because  the  legislature,  by  chap.  ^ 


NEW  YORK  PEACTICE  REPORTS.     279 


Qain  agt  Th«  Major,  Slc,  of  N.  T. 


of  the  laws  of  1872,  provided  for  a  board  of  apportionment 
and  audity  and  gave  to  the  board  power  to  make  an  estimate 
of  the  amounts  required  to  defray  the  expenses  of  conduct- 
ing the  public  business  of  the  city  and  county  of  Now  York 
for  1872,  the  plaintiff  should  file  his  claim  with  such  board. 
When  that  board  made  their  estimate  for  the  year  1872  they 
should  have  included  the  plaintifi's  salary  with  the  amount 
required  to  pay  the  salaries  of  other  judicial  officers,  Under 
chap.  29  and  444  of  the  Laws  of  1872,  they  could  have 
made  new  estimates.  It  appears,  from  the  answer,  that  the 
board  has  failed  of  its  duty  in  this  particular.  The  answer 
makes  out  that  an  amount  is  in  the  treasury  sufficient  to  pay 
the  plaintiff's  salary  at  the  rate  of  $5,000  per  annum,  and 
not  more.  Is  the  city  to  escape  its  Iial>ility,  or  the  plaintiff 
to  lose  his  salary,  because  of  this  failure  of  the  board  of  ap- 
portionment and  audit  f  No  such  consequences  should 
follow.  If  the  board  will  not  do  what  justice  and  law  re- 
quire, and  what  it  might  do  to  pay  the  just  claims  against 
the  city,  then  the  city  must  not  only  respond  to  its  just 
liability,  but  be  subject  to  the  costs  of  a  litigation  it  should 
have  avoided. 

Chapter  9  of  the  laws  of  1872  declares  that  ^^  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  such  departments  and  officers  (that  is  the  depart- 
ments of  the  city  and  the  officers  of  the  county  of  New 
York),  to  regitlate  expenditures  so  that  they  shall  not  exceed 
the  appropriations  made  by  said  board  for  the  period  afore- 
said, and  no  liability  for  any  purpose  whatever  shall,  during 
the  period  aforesaid,  be  incurred  by  any  officer  or  department 
within  said  city  and  county  beyond  the  appropriations  so 
made." 

As  already  remarked,  the  district  court  justices  of  the  city 
are  not  attached  to  any  of  the  '^  departments  of  the  city,  nor 
18  the  salary  due  to  one  of  them,  already  fixed  by  competent 
authority  according  to  law,  before  the  passage  of  the  act,  a 
liability  incurred  by  him.      In  other  words,  the  salary  of  a 
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district  court  justice,  lawfully  fixed  before  1872,  which  may 
fall  due  for  and  during  that  year,  is  not  a  liability  incurred 
by  that  officer  against  the  prohibition  of  the  law  of  US72. 

I  do  not  think  any  lawful  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  claim 
is  set  forth  in  the  answer  in  this  action,  and  judgment  should 
be  ordered  against  the  defendants,  for  the  amount  of  his  daun, 
with  costs,  and  five  per  cent.  aUowance. 

Judgment  is  ordered  accetrdiogly. 


N 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

MoNTGK^EEKr  QuEEN,  pkinl^find  appeUant  agt.  The  Second 
Avenue  Rmlboad  Co.,  ddendant  and  respondent. 

The  plaintiff  on  oie  ride  and  a  majority  of  the  exeontiTe  committee  of  the  defend- 
ant's lailroad  on  the  other  aide,  agreedf  among  other  things  that  the  plaintiff, 
except  for  a  good  and  snfllcient  caose  shown  for  his  removal,  shoold  have  the 
permanent  and  snpnme  control  in  the  management  of  the  eompany's  road  and 
intereita,  at  a  salarj  of  $6,000  per  year,  and  an  increase  thereof  in  proportion  to  a 
certain  increase  of  the  company's  profits.  That  thereupon,  March  2d,  1869^ 
plaintiff  was  elected  a  director  of  the  company : 

That  at  the  annual  meeting  of  stockholders  held  April  5th,  1869,  he  was  elected  a 
director  for  a  full  term,  and  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  held  the 
next  day  he  was  elected  Tice-preeident  of  the  company,  and  thereupon  the 
foltowing  resolution  was  passed  by  the  board : 

^'Besolved  that  the  yice-president  perform  the  duties  of  general  superintendent  of 
the  road,  (one  of  the  elective  officers  of  the  company)  with  the  right  to  employ 
the  former  superintendent  or  such  other  person  as  he  may  see  fit  in  his  place  to' 
assist  him  until  the  further  action  of  the  board,  and  the  salaiy  of  the  Yice-presi- 
dent  be  $6,000  per  annum.*' 

It  appeared  that  on  the  day  of  the  passage  of  that  resolution,  to  wit,  April  Gth» 
18S9f  plaintiff  aasnmed  the  management  of  the  road,  and  that  he  continued  in 
such  management  and  in  the  receipt  of  a  salfvy  at  the  rate  of  $6,000  per  annum, 
until  July  tftb,  lt$70,  when  he  was  removed  from  such  management,  and  also  from 
the  vice-presidency,  by  a  vote  of  tlie  board  of  directors  without  any  cause  beiqg 
assigned  for  such  removal. 

Htldf  that  the  arrangement  between  the  executive  committee  and  the  plaintiff  was 
a  oontract  not  binding  upon  the  defendant  The  executive  committee  had  no 
power  from  the  charter,  or  by-laws  to  make  such  a  contract  personally  or  as  an 
executive  committee.  Besides  so  fifir  as  the  passage  of  said  resolution  of  April 
6tb,  1869,  and  plaintiff's  aquiescence  therein  constituted  a  new  oontract,  it  was  one 
thHt  was  inconsistent  with  the  prior  arrangement  entered  into  between  plaintiff 
ai)4  (he  executive  committee.  Being  inconsistent,  such  new  contract  became, 
at  least  to  the  extent  of  its  inconsistency,  a  substitute  for  the  prior  arrangement 

Therefore,  under  the  resolution  of  April  6th,  1869,  the  plaintiff  was  an  officer  of 
the  eompcmy,  and  that  his  term  of  office  was  subject  to  the  fifth  section  of  the 
by-laws  and  consequently  termiuHble  at  the  pleasure  of  the  board,  and  his  claim 
onder  the  arrangement  made  with  the  executive  committee  for  a  portion  of  ^  hia 
aalary  claimed  upon  the  second  year  was  not  sustainable. 

General  Term^  November^  1872. 
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Before  Bai^ub,  C.  J.^  Monell  and  FseedmIn;  J  J. 
Appeal  from  judgment. 

Ira.  Shafer,  for  appeUatd. 
John  E.  Burrill^  for  respondent 

By  the  Courty  Freedman,  J. — This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  plain- 
tiff on  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  the  trial. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  made  upon  the  pleadings^  the 
admissions  made  by  plaintiffs  counsel  in  his  opening  to  the 
jury,  and  upon  documentary  evidence  read  by  the  counsel 
for  the  respective  parties  in  the  course  of  their  arguments. 

From  these  sources  it  was  made  to  appear  that  the  plain^ 
tiff,  in  the  month  of  December,  1868,  was  requested  by  the 
officers  of  the  defendant  to  investigate  into  and  ascertain 
the  condition  and  affairs  of  defendant's  road ;  that  he  was  a 
man  notejl  for  his  successful  management  of  horse-railroads ; 
that  he  made  such  investigation  and  reported  the  result 
thereof. 

That  thereupon,  in  February  or  March,  1869,  an  arrange- 
ment was  entered  into  between  plaintiff  on  the  one  side  and 
Mr.  Wadsworth,  the  president,  and  Mr.  Kent,  one  of  the 
directors  of  the  road,  who,  together,  constituted  a  majority 
of  the  executive  committee  of  the  road  on  the  other  side, 
whereby  it  was  agreed,  a^ong  other  things,  that  the  plain- 
tifi^  except  for  a  good  and  sufficient  cause  shown  for  his  re- 
moval, should  have  the  permanent  and  supreme  control  in 
the  management  of  the  company's  road  and  interests  at  a 
salary  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  year,  and  an  increase 
thereof  in  proportion  to  a  certain  increase  of  the  company's 
profits.  That  thereupon,  to  wit,  March  2d,  1869,  plaintiff 
was  elected  a  director  of  the  company  to  fill  a  vacancy  then 
existing ;  that  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  stockholders 
held  April  5,  1869,  he  was  elected  a  director  for  a  fuU  term, 
and  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  held  the 
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next  day,  he  was  dected  vice-^president  of  the  company. 
The  by-laws  under  which  such  elections  were  had  contained 
the  following  provisions : 

Section  4  provided  that  the  principal  officers  of  the  com- 
pany should  be  a  president,  a  vice-president,  a  ti^easurer,  a 
secretary,  and  a  superintendent. 

Section  5  provided  that  the  president,  vice-president,  treas- 
urer, secretary,  aiid  superintendent  of  the  company  should 
be  annually  elected,  and  should  hold  their  offices  at  the  pleas- 
ure of  the  board  of  directors,  and  until  their  successors 
should  be  duly  chosen,  unless  sooner  removed  by  tlie  board. 

Section  10  of  the  by-laws  was  in  these  words:  "There 
shall  be  a  vice-president,  who  shall  perform  the  duties  of  the 
president,  in  case  of  his  absence  or  inability  to  act,  and  if 
that  office  be  vacant  he^hall  act  as  president  until  a  succes- 
sor in  said  office  is  chosen." 

Section  13  of  the  by-laws,  also  read  in  evidence,  provided 
that  the  superintendent  should  have,  subject  to  the^irection 
of  the  president,  the  special  superintendence  of  the  track  and 
cars,  and  the  repairs  and  running  of  the  road,  and  a  general 
supervision  of  the  depot,  stables,  and  work-shops,  and  over 
all  the  conductors,  starters,  drivers,  hostlers,  mechanics  and 
laborers  in  the  company's  employ,  it  also  imposed  upon  him 
other  duties  and  powers  necessary  to  carry  out  what  evident- 
ly were  the  main  objects  of  the  office. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  arrangement  which  had  been 
entered  into  between  Mr.  Wadsworth,  Mr.  Kent,  and  the 
plaintiff,  was  imparted  to  the  board  of  directors  at  the  same 
meeting  at  which  plaintiff  was  elected  vice-president,  and 
that  thereupon,  the  following  resolution  was  passed  by  the 
board,  viz. : 

"  Resolved,  That  the  vice-president  perform  the  duties  of 
general  superintendent  of  the  road,  with  the  right  to  employ 
Mr.  John  W.  Smith,  the  former  superintendent,  or  such  other 
person  as  he  may  see  fit  in  his  place  to  assist  him,  until  the 


284  KEW  YOEK  PEACrriCB  BEPOETS. 


QoeBD  agt.  Second  Avenne  B.  B.  Co. 


further  fiction  of  the  t>Ofird;  And  the  salary  nf  the  Tice-pred- 
dent  be  fiix  tboaaand  doUarB  per  annum." 

It  also  appeared  that  on  the  day  of  the  passage  of  that 
resolution,  to  wit,  April  6th;  1 869^  plaintiff  assumed  the 
mani^ement  of  the  road^  and  that  he  continued  in  such  man- 
agement and  in  the  receipt  of  a  salary  at  the  rate  of  six 
thousand  doUars  per  annum,  until  July  6,  1870,  when  he 
was  removed  from  such  management  and  abo  from  the  vice- 
presidency  by  a  vote  of  the  board  of  directors  without  any 
cause  being  assigned  for  such  removal. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  plaintiff's  counsel  conceded  that 
if  the  original  arrangement  as  to  plaintifi's  employment  was 
for  a  longer  time  than  one  year,  it  was  void  under  the  statute 
of  frauds.  But  he  claimed  that  it  was  a  good  contract  for 
a  year  at  all  events,  and  being  good  j^r  that  period,  and  plain- 
tiff having  gone  on  under  it  not  only  for  that  length  of  time 
but  also  for  part  of  another  year,  the  presumption  of  law  is 
that  the^second  year  was  upon  the  isame  terms  as  the  first, 
and  that  defendant  was  bound  to  keep  him  during  the  whole 
of  the  second  year,  unless  there  was  cause  for  his  discbarge* 

The  said  counsel  also  conceded  that  according  to  the  strict 
language  of  section  5  of  the  by-laws,  the  board  of  directors 
possessed  the  power  to  remove  any  officer  of  the  company 
With  or  without  cause,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  occupied 
simply  the  character  of  viccpresident,  if  his  relation  to  the 
company  was  simply  that  of  vice-president,  the  board  had 
the  right,  power  and  authority  to  remove  him  at  any  moment 
with  or  without  cause.  But  he  claimed  that  the  plaintiff^ 
when  he  assumed  control,  did  it  as  manager  and  superin- 
tendent entirely  aside  from  his  office  and  character  as  vice- 
president,  and  that  he  was  simply  clothed  with  the  character 
and  authority  of  that  officer  for  the  purpose  of  being  more 
effectually  enabled  to  carry  out  his  general  plans  as  managing 
superintendent. 

The  "said  counsel  finally  conceded  that  if  the  resolution 
of  the  6th  of  April,  1869,  cut  off  all  prior  negotiations,  and 
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plaintiS'8  action  were  based  on  that  resolution^  the  plaintiff 
would  be  compelled  to  stand  or  fall  in  bis  character  as  vice- 
president  or  superintendent  But  he  insisted  that  the  said 
resolution  was  consistent  with  the  prior  arrangement,  and 
passed  in  furtherance  thereof ;  that  the  said  prior  arrange* 
meat  constituted  the  real  contract  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  and  that  as  such  a  contract,  to  run  for  not  more 
than  one  year,  was  not  required  by  any  statute  or  rule  of  law 
to  be  in  writing,  it  could  be  proved  by  parol  evidence,  and 
should  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  resolution  and  the 
intent  of  the  parties  who  made  it,  and  should,  at  least,  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact.  In  this  view 
af  the  case,  it  was  claimed  that  plaintiff  had  an  unquestion- 
able right  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  his  right  to  recover  the 
balance  of  his  salary  for  the  second  year,  amounting  to 
$4,500. 

This  view,  however,  rests  wholly  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  arrangement  between  Mr.  Wadsworth,  |Mr.  Eent» 
and  the  plaintifi)  was  a  contract  binding  upon  the  defendant, 
an  assumption  which  further  investigation  shows  to  be 
wholly  without  foundation. 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation,  and,  as  such,  is  incapable 
of  doing  any  act  except  through  i^ents.  The  acts  of  such 
agents,  in  order  to  be  binding  upon  the  corporation,  must 
dther  be  done  in  the  line  of  such  agency*  and  within  the. 
limits  of  authority  conferred  on  them,  or  be  ratified  by  the 
corporation.  It  is  one  of  the  fundamental  conditions  into 
which  the  corporators  enter  by  becoming  members  of  the 
corporation ;  tiiat  the  corporate  concerns  shall  be  managed 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act  of  incorporation  and  the 
by-laws  enacted  in  accordance  therewith.  The  duties  and 
powers  of  such  officers  or  agents  as  the  corporation  may,  by 
its  by-laws  recognize,  are  generally  regulated  by  such  by- 
laws. And  as  there  is  no  grant  of  power  in  the  mere  name 
by  which  any  such  officer  or  agent  may  be  designated,  all 
persons  dealing  with  hun  are  chargable  with  notice  of  his 
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authority  and  of  the  lunitations  and  restrictioiiB  upon  it  con- 
tained in  the  act  of  incorporation  and  bj-laws* 

Now  the  arrangement  claimed  by  plaintiff  to  have  been 
entered  into  between  himself^  Mr.  Wadsworth,  and  Mr.  Kent, 
was^  that  he  the  said  plaintiff,  except  for  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient cause  shown  for  his  removal;  should  have  the  perman- 
ent and  supreme  control  in  the  management  of  said  com- 
pany's road  and  interests.  That  the  making  of  such  a 
contract  was  beyond  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  Mr.  Wads- 
worth  as  president,  and  even  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
executive  committee^  was  shown  by  those  sections  of  the 
by-laws  which  defined  and  prescribed  the  powers  and  duties 
of  the  president;  the  superintendent  and  the  executive  com- 
mittee. A  fair  and  impartial  interpretation  of  these  sections 
admits  of  no  other  conclusion.  Indeed;  it  may  well  be 
doubted;  whether  the  entire  board  of  directors  or  even  the 
corporation  itself;  could  have  invested  the  plaintiff  with  such 
permanent  and  supreme  control  as  the  literal  reading  of  plain- 
tiff's stat/cment  of  the  original  arrangement  calls  for,  and 
which;  if  conferred;  would  have  worked;  in  the  one  casC;  an 
abdication;  and  in  the  other;  an  abolition  of  the  board  of 
directors.  Even  if  we  assume;  therefore,  that  the  said  orig- 
inal arrangement  amounted  to  a  contract  between  the  execu- 
tive committee  and  the  plaintiff;  such  contract;  under  that 
section  of  the  by-lawS;  which  required .  the  executive  com- 
mittee to  keep  regular  minutes  to  be  submitted  to  the  board 
of  directors  for  approval  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  board; 
could  only  have  been  an  ad  interim  contract  made  subject 
to  the  ratification  of  the  board;  and  which  was  liable  to  be 
modified  or  superceded  by  the  action  of  the  board. 

And  when;  therefore;  we  find;  that  the  matter  was  on  the 
6th  of  April;  1869,  laid  before  the  board;  of  which  plaintiff 
was  a  member;  and  that  the  board  acted  upon  it  by  the 
passage  of  the  resolution  referred  tO; — when  we  find;  that 
up  to  the  passage  of  that  resolution  the  powers  and  dv^i*^ 
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of  vice-president  and  of  superintendent  had  been  entirely 
different  and  distinct ;  that  the  office  of  vice-president^  except 
in  case  of  the  inability  of  the  president  to  perform  his  f  onc- 
tionSy  had  so  far  been  a  comparatively  unimportant  one, 
while  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  superintendent  had  been 
those  of  an  active  manager  and  had  included,  among  other 
things^  subject  only  to  the  supervisory  power  of  the  presi- 
dent,  the  special  superintendence  ol  the  track  and  cars,  and 
the  repairs  and  running  of  the  road,  and  a  general  supervi- 
sion of  the  depot,  stables  and  workshops,  and  over  all  the 
conductors,  starters,  drivers,  hostlers,  mechanics  and  laborers 
in  the  company's  employ, — when  we  find,  that  by  the 
resolution  referred  to,  the  said  powers  and  duties  of  the 
superintendent  were  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  as  vice-presi- 
dent, and  in  consideration  thereof  a  salary  of  six  thousand 
dollars  attached  to  the  office  of  vice-president, — and  when, 
in  addition  to  all  this,  we  find  that  the  plaintiff,  who  by 
that  tim^  had  been  a  durector  for  five  weeks  and  presumpt- 
ively was  fully  conversant  with  the  by-laws,  did  not  object 
upon  the  ground  of  the  incomprehensiveness  or  insufficiency 
of  the  resolution,  or  in  any  wise  question  the  determination 
made  by  the  board,  but  ihoty  on  t^e  contrary,  he  thereupon 
entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  powers  and  duties  imposed 
upon  him  by  said  resolution  and  the  by-laws,  and  for  the 
salary  fixed  by  the  same  resolution,  continued  so  to  perform 
duty  for  a  period  of  fifteen  m6nths  without  objection  or 
question, — ^we  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that 
plaintiff  acquiesced  in  the  action  of  the  board  of  the 
directors,  and  that,  so  far  as  the  passage  of  said  resolution 
and  plaintiff's  acquiescence  therein  constituted  a  new  con- 
tract, it  was  one,  that  was  inconsistent  with  the  prior 
arrangement  entered  into  between  plaintiff  and  the  executive 
eonomittee.  Being  inconsistent,  such  new  contract  became, 
at  least  to  the  extent  of  its  inconsistency,  a  substitute  for 
the  prior  arrangement.  From  this  it  follows,  that  the  learned 
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judge  below  correctly  held,  that  under  the  resolution  of 
April  6thy  1869,  plaintiff  was  an  officer  of  the  company, 
and  that  his  tenure  of  office  was  subject  to  the  fifth  section 
of  the  by-laws,  and  consequently  terminable  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  board. 

The  complaint  was  properly  dismissed,  and  the  judgment 

appealed  firom  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

» 

Babboub,  C.  Jl,  and  Monell,  J.  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

WiLLUM  R.  MEmtiLLy  respondent,  agt  Sakuel  Pattison, 

appe^ant. 


A  n-trial  may  b«  had  in  all  caaet  brought  into  the  cannty  eaurttf  by  appeal,  withont 
reference  to  the  form  of  the  aedon,  when  the  claim  or  claims  for  jodgment 
made  bj  the  pleadiogt  of  either  partj  shall  exceed  the  earn  of  fiAy  dollar*. 

And  alto  in  actiont  for  the  recoverj  of  apecific  personal  property,  where  no  claim 
or  claims  exceeding  that  amount  maj  be  made,  provided  the  damages  actnallj 
leeoTered,  added  to  the  assessed  yalne  of  the  property,  shall  exceed  that  sool 


Erie  Oeneral  Term,  February ,  1870. 

MASviKy  P.  J*y  Barker  and  Daniels^  JJ. 

This  action  was  originaUy  commenced  in  a  court  of  justice 
of  the  peace,  in  Chautauqua  county,  for  the  recovery  of  the 
possession  pf  one  buck  sheep,  claimed  to  be  wrongfully 
detained  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff,  and  damages  for 
the  detention  of  the  same.  The  complaint  alleged  the  sheep 
to  be  of  the  value  of  twenty  dollars,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment for  its  return,  with  one  hundred  dollars  dam^iges  for  its 
wrongful  detention.  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  the  complaint  At 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  sheep  was 
taken  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant  by  virtue  ot  the 
undertaking,  affidavit  and  indorsement  of  the  jnstice,  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Code.  The  action  was  tried  on  the  return 
day  of  the  summons,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  award- 
ing to  him  the  possession  of  the  property,  with  $12  damages, 
for  its  detention  by  the  defendant,  and  five  dollars  costs. 
The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the  county 
court  of  Chautauqua  county,  and  that  court  refused  to 
Vol.  XLIV  19 
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ftHow  the  cause  to  be  there  re-tried,  and  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment of  the  justice.  From  the  order  then  made,  aQd  the 
judgment  pronounced  by  that  court,  the  defendant  appealed 
to  this  court. 

Julius  A.  Parsoot,  for  appellant 
Shersian  &  Scott,  for  respondent. 

By  the  Courtj  Dantet^,  J. — As  the  evidence  given  on 
the  trial  of  the  cause  before  the  justice  was  not  returned, 
and  78  not  contained  in  the  c^ise  on  which  the  appeal  was 
heard  in  this  court,  no  ground  is  disclosed  on  which  this 
court  can  pronounce  either  the  judgment  of  the  justice  or 
that  of  the  county  court  erroneous  upon  the  merits.  If  any 
presumption  is  to  be  entertained  on  that  subject,  it  is  that 
both  those  judgments  were  given  according  to  law.  For 
•vidence  is  never  to  be  presumed,  its  existence  must  always 
be  shown  by  the  party  insisting  upon  it.  The  only  question, 
therefore,  which  is  presented  by  the  present  appeal,  is 
whether  the  county  court  erroneously  refused  to  allow  the 
cause  to  be  re-tried  before  that  tribunal. 

No  substantial  change  seems  to  haye  been  made  in  the  law 
Ttihich  can  affect  the  decision  of  this  question  bince  jurisdic- 
tion was  first  conferred  upon  justices  of  the  peace  over 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal  proj>- 
trty.  {Laws  of  1860,  209 ;  Latos  of  1S62,  853,  %  23).  By 
the  act  last  referred  to,  the  new  trial  in  the  county  court 
was  provided :  for  two  classes  of  cases.  First :  Where  the 
claim  or  claims  for  which  judgment  may  be  demanded  by 
either  party  in  his  pleadings  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars.  Second : 
When  in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal 
property,  the  value  of  the  property  as  assessed,  and  the  dam- 
ages recovered  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars  (Cocfe,*^  352).  The 
first  of  these  provisions  is  aa  comprehensive  as  it  could  weU 
be  made  by  language.  The  terms  made  use  of  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  indicating  the  right  of  the  appealing  party  to  a  new 
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trial  in  the  county  court,  are  of  the  mort  general  nature. 
That  right  is  made  solely  dependent  upon  the  claim  or  claims 
made  by  either  party  in  his  pleadings.  Wherever  a  claim 
exceeding  fifty  dollars  may  be  made  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  specific  personal  property  as  in  any  other  form  of 
action  known  to  the  law.  Wherever  such  a  claim  may  bo 
made^  the  nght  to  the  new  trial  under  the  general  provision 
must  be  determined  by  that  circumstance. 

If  that  were  not  the  construction  required  by  this  provi- 
sion, the  defeated  party  would  be  deprived  of  the  right  to 
try  the  action  in  the  county  court,  where  the  property  it- 
self might  exceed  the  value  of  fifty  dollars,  if  no  assessment 
of  the  value  were  made  in  the  potion.  And  such  assessment 
has  not  been  required  where  judgment  for  the  possession  alone 
may  be  given  either  for  the  plajntifi'or  defeadant  (Co«fe,  ^  53, 
p.  35).  The  same  consequence  would  follow  if  no  damages 
should  be  recovered,  for  it  is  only  where  the  value  may  be 
assessed  and  damages  may  be  recovered,  tuid  both  added 
together  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars,  that  a  new  trial  can  be  had 
under  the  succeeding  portion  of  the  section  in  question.  Thaft 
portion  of  the  section  applies  to  that,  and  to  no  other  class 
of*  cases. 

It  can  hardly,  with  any  degree  of  propriety,  be  supposed 
that  it  was  intended  to  provide  for  a  new  trial  in  that  single 
instance,  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal  prop- 
erty, and  to  deny  it  in  all  others,  even  though  the  property 
itself  might  exceed  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  in  value,  or  the 
damages  claimed  amount  to  more  than  that  sum.  And  yet 
that  would  be  the  result  of  holding  that  a  new  trial  in  thi/i 
class  of  cases  can  only  be  had,  where  the  damages  recovered, 
and  the  value  of  the  property  as  assessed,  together  exceed 
the  sum  of  fifty  dollars.  Important  claims  by  w&y  of  liens 
upon  the  property  in  controversy,  and  for  the  value  of  tb^ 
property  itsdf,  are  oflen,  as  well  as  necessarily,  made  in  th^ 
class  of  actions,  and  no  more  reason  exists  for  concluding 
the  parties  asserting  them,  or  aig^inst  whom  they  may  hp 
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asserted  by  the  result  of  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  jus- 
tice, than  does  where  the  action  may  be  brought  or  defended 
solely  for  the  recovery  of  money.  The  claim  or  claims 
mentioned  in  this  section  of  the  Code  may  be  made  as 
well  in  this  class  of  caseSy  so  far  as  they  may  have  be- 
come connected  with  the  principal  subjectof  the  controversy, 
as  they  can  in  any  other ;  and  when  they  are  legally  and  prop- 
erly set  forth  in  the  pleadingis  and  judgment  demanded  for 
them,  they  as  clearly  entitle  the  parties  to  the  action,  to 
a  re-trial  of  the  cause  in  the  county  court  on  appeal  as  if 
the  claim  stood  by  itself  in  an  action  for  the  simple  recov- 
ery of  damages.  No  reasonable  ground  exists  for  supposing 
that  it  was  intended  that  a  party  should  be  entitled  to  a  re- 
trial of  his  cause  in  the  county  court  on  appeal,  where  the 
claim  or  claims  made  by  the  pleadings  exceed  the  sum  of  fifty 
dollars,  and  the  action  may  be  Brought,  or  defended  solely 
for  their  recovery,  and  that  the  same  privilege  should  be 
denied,  where  a  claim  or  claims  of  an  equal  amount  may  be 
made  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal  prop- 
erty. The  same  reason  exists  for  allowing  a  re-trial  in  the 
county  court  in  the  latter  case  that  does  in  the  former.  And 
it  cannot  be  supposed  that  in  this  respect  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  make  any  distinction  between  the  different  cases. 
The  object  of  the  latter  clause  of  the  sub-division  referred 
to,  was  to  give  the  parties  a  re-trial  on  appeal  in  the  county 
court,  in  a  class  of  cases  where  they  would  not  have  been 
entitled  to  it  under  the  preceding  provision.'  That  was  where 
no  claim  should  be  made  by  the  pleadings  on  either  side  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  and  yet  the  damages  recovered 
and  the  value  of  the  property  as  assessed,  together  exceeded 
that  amount. 

The  fair  reading  of  this  portion  of  the  section  is,  that  re- 
trials may  be  had  in  all  cases  brought  into  the  county  courts 
by  appeal  without  reference  to  the  form  of  the  action,  where 
the  claim  or  claims  for  judgment  made  by  the  pleadings  of 
either  party  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  fif)y  dollars,  and  also,  in 
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actioDS  for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal  property,  where 
no  daim  or  claims  exceeding  that  amount  may  be  made,  pro- 
vided the  damages  actually  recovered,  added  to  the  assessed 
value  of  the  property,  shall  exceed  that  sum.  The  claim 
made  by  tl^  plaintiff  for  damages  for  the  detention  of  the 
property  in  controversy  in  this  cause  did  exceed  the  sum  of 
fifty  dollars,  and  for  that  reason  the  action  should  have  been 
le-tried  in  the  county  court.  The  judgment  (must  be  re* 
versed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Thomas  HamiltoSj  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt  The  Third 
Avenue  Railroad  CSompakX;  defendant  and  appellant 

Where  a  pAsseDger  on  a  horae-railroad  ear,  enters  the  ear  near  one  end  of  the 
route  and  pays  fall  through  fair,  he  is  entitled  to  go  through  without  any 
further  paynent  of  fare. 

If  on  stopping  the  car  at  the  depot,  with  the  annonneement  that  it  does  not  go  any 
further,  and  the  passenger  is  directed,  with  the  others,  to  take  another  car.  which 
is  waiting  for  them,  but  no  transfer  ticket  is  giTen  him,  but  he  is  informed  bj  the 
driTer  of  the  waiting  car  that  the  passengers  from  the  car  that  has  stopped  will 
not  hare  to  pay  any  further  fare,  and,  subsequently,  the  conductor  calls  on  this 
passenger  for  his  fare,  who  refuses  to  pay  again,  as  he  had  paid  once,  and  the 
conductor,  per  force,  removes  him  from  the  car  for  such  non-payment,  although 
the  conductor  may  be  strictly  within  the  rules  of  his  duty  to  the  company,  the 
railroad  company  are  liable  for  damages  to  the  passenger  not  only  for  compensa- 
tory, but  for  exemplary  damages.    In  this  case,  $500. 

Corporations,  as  well  as  natural  persons,  are  liable  for  exemplary  damages. 

General  Termy  October  1872. 

Before  Freedman,  and  Curtis,  JJ. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  claimed  to 
have  been  sustained  by  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  being 
put  off  one  of  the  defendant's  cars  for  an  alleged  non-pay- 
ment of  fare. 

Upon  the  trial  plaintiff  testified  that  a  few  minutes  after 

12  o'clock,  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  ]  868,  he  took  passage 

at  90th  street  and  drd  avenue  on  defendant's  car,  No.  76,  on 

its  downward  passage,  and  paid  the  usual  fare  of  seven 

cents ;  that  upon  reaching  the  depot  at  65th  street  the  car 

turned  and  went  into  the  depot,  and  its  conductor  told  the 

passengers  to  change  cars;    that  plaintiff,  with  the  other 

passengers,  left  car  No.  75  ;  that  defendant's  car  No.  2  was 

waiting  to  receive  them ;  that  being  told  by  the  conductor 
Voi^  XUV.  19 
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of  car  No.  2  that  if  he  came  off  car  No.  75  he  was  all  right, 
and  would  not  need  a  transfer  ticket,  he  went  in  and  seated 
himself  in  car  No.  2 ;  that  car  No.  2,  thereupon,  proceeded 
on  its  trip  towards  the  city  hall,  and  at  about  59th  street  its 
conductor  asked  plaintiff  for  his  fare ;  that^plaintiff  declined 
to  pay  agam;  that,  thereupon,  the  car  was  stopped,  and  the 
conductor  fetched  plaintiff  to  the  front  platform  to  put  him 
off;  that  plaintiff  then  took  hold  of  a  handrail  by  the  win- 
dow to  resist  the  attempt  to  push  him  off;  that  the  conductor* 
pinched  plaintiff's  hand  and  pulled  it  open,  and  then  suc- 
ceeded in  forcing  plaintiff  off;  that  the  plaintiff,  thereupon, 
took  the  next  car,  and  upon  payment  thereon  of  six  cents 
fare  was  carried  to  hi&  destination. 

The  defendant  produced  three  or  four  witnesses,  who  tes- 
tified that  car  No.  75  did  not  run  so  as  to  connect  with  car 
No.  2 ;  that  car  No.  75  was  a  through  car,  and  on  the  day 
specified  by  phiintiff  did  not  run  into  the  depot,  but  contin- 
ued its  through  trips,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  occurrence^ 
as  stated  by  the  plaiutiff,  could  not  have  happened. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  under  the  chargt 
of  the  court  to  the  effect,  among  other  things,  that  in  cast 
they  found  for  the  plaintifi  they  might  assess  exemplary  as 
well  as  compensatory  damages,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  $500. 

The  defendant  moved,  upon  a  case  made  at  special  temv, 
for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was  denied. 

The  appeal  is  from  the  order  denyin  *  motion  for  a  new 
trial  and  also  from  the  judgment 

Py  the  Court:  Freedman,  J. — The  defendant,  by  omitting 
to  move  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict  and  by  going  to  the 
jury  without  objection,  conceded  that  the  case  presented  a 
sufficient  conflict  of  evidence  to  authorize  its  submission  to 
the  jury.  Having  voluntarily  taken  the  chance  of  a  favorable 
verdict  at  their  hands,  which  would  have  concluded  the 
plaintifi^  upon  the  facts,  we  must  hold,  upon  the  authority 


i96  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Uamiiioii  ajfi.  Third  Avenae  R.  R  Co. 

^i^^^^— ^^^^^— — ^^i^— ^i— — ^»^— ^^a^^i^^l^— —    ■■■■■■■■         ■  ■— ^^1  I        ■  ■»■■■■  ^— — — ^i^.— a^— i^i^w^— ^Mj 

of  liowe  agt.  Stevens  recently  decided  by  this  court  and 
reported  in  (12  Abb.  N.  S.  389),  that  the  defendant  cannot  be 
permitted  to  complain  of  an  adverse  verdict,  by  arguing  that 
the  case  presented  no  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury^ 
or  at  least  presented  such  a  preponderance  of  evidence  on 
defendant's  side  as  to  admit  of  no  other  verdict  except  one 
in  defendant's  favor. 

Allowing,  at  the  commencement  of  the  trial,  the  amount 
claimed  in  the  complaint  to  be  increased  from  $3^000  00  to 
$5,000  00,  without  a  previous  notice  of  motion  therefor, 
was  a  matter  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  {Richt- 
meyer  agt.  Remseny  38  N.  T.,  206 ;  Meyer  agt.  Fiegely  7  Hobt.j 
122).  Not  the  slightest  harm  has  accrued  to  the  defendant 
from  isuch  amendment,  and  consequently  no  reason  exists  for 
the  interference  of  the  general  term  with  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion. 

The  detailed  statements  made  by  the  court,  in  charging 
the  jury,  of  other  similar  cases  and  of  the  action  of  the 
courts  therein,  and  the  remark  to  plaintiff's  counsel  in  reply 
to  said  counsel's  ailnouncement,  that  he  had  no  exceptions 
to  take,  involve  no  error,  but  present  mere  questions  of  pr6- 
priety.  These  are  not  reviewable  on  a  bill  of  exceptions 
and  can  only  be  considered  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  if 
assigned  as  a  specific  ground  for  the  granting  of  a  new  trial 
for  the  reason,  that  the  jury  may  possibly  have  been  influ- 
enced thereby.  Not  having  been  thus  urged,  w^  must 
disregard  them  on  appeal. 

Defendant's  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  below 
in  admitting  certain  evidence  and  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  reinstruct  the  jury,  ailer  their  retirement  under  an  elabor- 
ate charge  covering  the  point  respecting  which  additional 
information  was  sought,  are  clearly  untenable. 

On  the  trial  defendant's  superintendent  testified  that  if  a 

'  passenger    ^Meaves  one  car  and  gets  on  another  he  must 

either  pay  his  fare  or  produce  a  transfer.   If  he  does  neither, 

the  instructions  of  the  company  are  to  put  him  off,  using  aa 
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little  force  as  may  be  necessary.  The  only  guide  to  the  con- 
ductor is  the  fare  or  u  transfer.^'  Upon  this  testimony  the 
court  was  justified  in  charging  that  putting  a  passenger  ofT 
from  a  car  in  case  of  refusal  to  pay  fare  is  within  the  line 
of  the  duty  and  employment  of  defendant's  conductors. 
And  the  jury^  having  by  their  verdict  adopted  plaintiflfd 
Version  of  the  occurrence^  instead  of  believing  the  testimony 
of  defendant's  witnesses,  defendant's  liability  to  respond  in 
damages  became  fully  established.  For  it  is  well  settled 
that  if  an  act  is  done  by  a  servant  in  the  business  of  the 
master  and  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  the  master 
is  liable  to  third  persons  for  any  abuse  of  the  authority  con* 
ferred  and  for  injuries  resulting  from  any  error  of  judgment 
or  mistake  of  facts  by  the  servant,  as  well  as  tor  thoto  result- 
ing from  a  negligent  or  reckless  performance  of  his  duties. 
This  rule  applies  equally  to  corporations  and  natural  persons 
{Weed  agt.  The  Panama  R.  JR.  Co.,  17  N.  F.,  363 ;  Sand^ 
fwrdj  Admr.  agt  The  Eighth  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  23  N.  F.,  343; 
Drew  agt  The  Sixth  Ave.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  N.  F.,  61 ;  Higgins 
agt  The  Watervliet  Turnpike  Co.,  46  N.  Y.,  23). 

The  remaining  question,  therefore,  is,  to  what  extent  the 
law  will  hold  the  defendant  liable.  This  is  a  grave  and 
most  important  question.  Upon  this  point  the  jury  were 
instructed  that  in  case  they  found  for  the  plaintiff  they  might 
assess  exemplary  as  well  as  compensatory  damages.  The 
latter  were  held  to  be  such  as  would  compensate  the  plaintiff 
for  the  injuries  actually  sustained,  including  his  pain  and  an- 
guish of  mind  and  body.  The  former  were  defined  as 
damages,  which  are  given  as  an  example  by  way  of  punish- 
ment, to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the  wrongful  act  complained 
of,  and  they  were  described  as  som[ething  in  the  character  of 
a  punishment  by  the  peo<ile,  with  the  difference,  however, 
that  the  person  injured  is  the  one  that  recovers  the  damages 
instead  of  the  people,  by  fine  or  imprisonment 

At  the  same  time  the  jury  were  severely  cautioned  against 
rendering  a  verdict  for  an  excessive  amount.  They  were  instruct- 
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ed  tliat  the  case  is  not  one  calling  for  severe  punishment ;  that 
if  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that  they  must  find  damages 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  they  must  be  exemplary  as  well  us 
compensatory  damages,  they  should  consider  the  character 
of  the  ofiense,  and  atHx  a  sum  withm  the  limits  of  reason  by 
way  of  example,  but  not  as  an  act  of  impulse  or  of  passion, 
and  that  they  should  decide  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
corporation  defendant,  as  they  would  'decide  between  man 
and  itian«  These  definitions  and  instructions  were  not  only 
substantially  correct,  but  eminently  proper,  if  the  case  itself 
justified  the  instruction  in  any  manner,  that  the  jury  might 
give  exemplary  in  addition  to  compensatory  damages.  Dam- 
ages for  pain  and  anguish  of  body  and  mind  are  not  exem- 
plary or  punitory  in  their  character  in  any  strict  or  proper 
sense  of  those  teiins,  but  compensatory  Morse  agt.  TJie 
Auburn  &  Syrticuse  22*  22.  Co.  (10  Barh.j  621),  and  in  actions 
for  injuries  to  the  person  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  damages  for  his  pain  and  suffering  not  only  down  to 
to  the  time  of  the  trial,  but  future  suffering,  which  the  evi- 
dence renders  reasonably  certain,  must,  necessarily,  result 
from  the  injury,  may  also  be  compensated  (Curtis  agt.  Ro^ 
Chester  &  Syraeuse  R.  R.  Co.^  IS  N.  F.,  634 ;  Affg.j  S.  (7., 
20  Barb.y  282 ;  Caldwell  agt.  Murphy^  1  Duer^  233  ;  Affid. 
in  11  N.  r.,  416). 

The  same  rule  as  to  compensatory  damages  applies  with 
still  greater  force  to  actions  of  assault  and  battery,  and  it  is 
no  answer  to  the  enforcement  of  the  rule,  that  the  assault 
was  committed  by  an  agent,  if  committed  by  such  agent  in 
the  line  of  his  duty  and  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment.    In  such  case  the  master  is  liable  as  principal. 

Now,  in  Caldwell  agt.  The  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.j  (47 
N.  F.,  296),  the  present  coiirt  of  appeals  fully  indorsed  the 
principle  that  in  any  case,  where  exemplary  damages  may 
be  recoverable  against  the  servant,  they  should  be  allowed 
against  the  master,  if   it  appears  that   he  had   reasonable 
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notice  of  the  negligent  habits  of  the  servant,  or  if  he  left 
the  servant  without  control  or  supervision  in  the  work.  In 
addition,  it  was  distinctly  held,  that  corporations  are  not 
exempt  from  the  infliction  of  punitive  damages  in  a  proper 
c^ase.  That  the  case  at  bar  is  one  of  that  character,  seems 
to  be  clearly  apparent  from  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
judicial  dourt  of  Maine  in  Goddard  agt  The  Grand  Trunk 
Hailwayy  reported  as  a  leading  case  upon  the  points  involved 
in  the  lOlh  volume  of  the  new  series  of  the  American  Lau> 
Begister.  Justice  Walton,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  that  case  in  favor  of  sustaining  a  verdict  of  S4,S50  00, 
discusses  at  length  the  question  of  the  liability  oi  corpora- 
tions as  common  carriers  of  passengers  tor  the  unlawful  acts 
of  their  employees  committed  upon  such  passengers,  to 
whom  the  said  corporations,  as  such  carriers,  owe  the  legal 
duty  of  exercising  the  highest  degree  of  care  that  human 
judgment  and  foresight  are  capable  of,  to  make  the  journey 
safe.  He  then  gives  an  interesting  review  of  the  origin, 
growth  and  application  of  the  doctrine  of  exemplary 
damages,  and  points  out  that  the  said  doctrine  is  even  more 
beneficial  in  point  of  public  interest  in  its  application  to 
corporations  than  in  its  application  to  natural  persons.  His 
reasoning  upon  this  point  commends  itself  so  forcibly  to  the 
intellect,  and  it  is  so  fully  sustained  by  the  numerous^ 
authorities  cited  in  its  support,  that  further  elaboration  of 
the  subject  here  would  be  a  work  of  supererogation.  A 
simple  reference  to  it  is  amply  sufficient. 

There  being  no  error  in  the  proceedings  below,  the  judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  must  be  severally  affirmed 
with  costs. 

CuRiis,  J.  concurred.. 
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Friend  Pitts,  et  al  agt.  Maby  Ann  Pitts,  et  al 

The  sUtatorj  provitioiis  oo  the  snbjecl  of  dower,  coDfinet  the  effeet  of  adnltery  by 

the  wife,  in  barring  her  claim  for  dower,  to  caaea  in  which  anch  adultery  is  eatab- 

lished  by  a  judgment  of  the  court       ' 
The  effect  of  condonation  restorea  the  wife's  right  to  dower,  even  if  forfeited  by  th« 

adnltery,  and  if  aoch  fact  is  foand  in  the  divorce  snit,  the  previous  adultery  works 

BO  forfeiture.    {AffirwMig  8.  O.  at  special  term  ante  p.  64.) 

New  York  General  Term,  January y  1873. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to. 
vacate  and  set  aside  an  order  directing  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain moneys  paid  into  court  being  the  value  of  the  contin- 
gent inchoate  right  of  dower  of  one  of  the  defendants  ia 
this  action  which  was  brought  for  the  partition  of  certain 
real  estate  in  New  York  city. 

A  fuU  statement  of  the  facts  appear  in  the  decision 
rendered  at  special  term,  and  reported  in  44  Howard]  P.  if., 
p.  64. 

Gardiner,  Ward  &  Wagstaff,  for  appellant. 

L  The  right  of  the  respondent,  Rachel  Ann  Pitts,  to  the 
moneys  secured  by  this  mortgage,  was  dependent  on  the 
issue  of  the  divorce  suit  If  by  the  issue  of  that  action  her 
dower  was  barred,  she  had  no  claim  to  those  moneys. 

n.  By  the  issue  of  the  action  for  divorce  the  respondent 
was  barred  of  her  dower. 

(a.)  %  48,  Article  third j  title  1.,  chap,  8  part  2  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  reads  thus:  ^^  A  wife  being  a  defendant  in 
a  suit  for  a  divorce  brought  by  her  husband^  and  convicted 
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of  adultery^  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  in  her  husband's 
real  estate  or  any  part  thereof/'  Ac 

The  respondent  is  brought  clearly  within  this  provision. 
She  has  been  convicted  of  adultery  in  a  suit  for  divorce 
brought  by  her  husband.  The  question  arises  on  the  mean- 
hig  of  *the  word  convicted,  though  that  seems  plain. 

1.  Convict,  Latin  convince.  To  overpower  by  proving 
a  charge  against  me ;  to  prove  guilty  ( Worcesief^s  Diction^ 
ary). 

2.  To  prove  or  find  guilty  of  an  ofience  or  crime 
charged,  to  pronounce  guilty  as  by  legal  decision  {Wehstcf^s 
Dictionary). 

3.  ^^But  if  the  jury  find  him  guilty  he  is  then  said  to  be 
convicted  of  the  crime  whereof  he  stands  indicted,  which 
conviction  may  accrue  two  waya— either  by  his  confessing 
the  ofiense  and  pleading  guilty,  or  by  his  being  found  so  by 
the  verdict  of  his  country ''  (Blackston^s  comm.,  Book  4., 
362). 

4.  A  referee  eombines  in  his  own  person  both  judge  and 
jury.  His  findings  of  fact  stand  for  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 
Like  the  verdict  of  a  jury  they  are  conclusive  in  case  of  a 
conflict  of  evidence  (Hoogland  agt  Wright^  20  How^  70). 

5.  The  referee  found  the  respondent  guilty  of  an  act  of 
adultery.  His  report  was  confirmed,  and  judgment  of  this 
court  entered  upon  it  This  judgment  practically  says :  The 
defendant  is  proved  guilty  of  adultery,  but  a  divorce  is 
denied  because  the  plaintiff  has  forgiven  the  offense  by 
cohabitation. 

6.  It  is  objected  that  this  is  not  a  conviction  because  the 
judgment  is  for  a  dismisal  of  the  complaint,  and  doe»  not  in 
terms  recite  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  adultery ;  but 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  or  findings  of  fact  by  a  referee  on 
which  a  judgment  is  rendered,  are  necessarily  ports  of  the 
judgment  itself.  They  are  the  grounds  on  which  the  judg- 
ment necessarily  proceeds,  and  like  the  judgment  itself,  may 
be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel  in  a  second  action  between  the 
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same  parties  {Betts  agt  Starry  2  ComtLy  660 ;  Edwards  agt. 
Stewart^  1 5  Barb.^  67). 

III.  That  this  is  a  case  for  which  the  statute  is  intended 
to  provide^  is  evident  from  the  course  of  legislation  on  the 
subject. 

(a.)  The  Statute  Westm.^  Second^  13  Edw.  ij  ch.  34,  pro- 
vided that  ^^  if  a  wife  wilKngly  leave  her  husband  and  go 
away,  and  continue  with  her  advouterer,  she  shall  be  barred 
forever  of  action  to  demand  her  dower  that  she  ought  ta 
have  of  her  husband's  lands,  if  she  be  coi»victed  thereupon^ 
except  that  her  husband  willingly  and  without  coercion  of 
the  church,  reconcile  her  and  suffer  her  to  dwell  witji  him,  ia 
which  case  she  shall  be  restored  to  her  action  (2  In^.f  433). 

(6.)  Sec.  7  of  Ohap.  4  of  the  laws  of  1787,  substantially^ 
and  almost  in  hcec  verba^  re-enacts  this  statute,  and  such  the. 
law  remained  until  the  revision  of  1830. 

(c.)  In  ]  830  the  revisers  submitted  to  the  legiaUture  4ti 
sec.  8  of  Title  3.,  Chap.  1,  Part  2,  the  following: 

^^  If  a  wife  commit  adultery,  and  the  fact  be  established 
against  her,  either  by  a  decree  dissolving  the  marriage  con-^ 
tract,  or  by  proof  in  an  action  brought  by  her  to  recover  her 
dower,  she  shall  be  barred  forever  of  all  claim  and  right  to 
dower  of  her  husband's  lands ;  unless  it  be  shown,  thac  after 
knowledge  of  such  adultery,  her  husband  was  reconciled  to 
her,  and  that  he  permitted  her  thereafter  to  dwell  with  him, 
in  which  case  she  shall  be  restored  to  her  right  Of  dower''  (5 
N.  Y.  Stat,  at  large,  Edms.,  336). 

This  section  was  struck  out,  and  in  its  stead  the  legisla- 
ture enacted  these  two  sections,  viz.  %  8  title  3,  chap.  1, 

"  In  case  of  divorce  dissolving  tii«  marriage  contract  for 
the  misconduct  of  the  wife  die  shall  not  be  endowed.''  And 
also  %  48,  article  3,  title  \ ,  ehap.  8,  )^art  2. 

**  A  wife,  being  a  defendant  in  a  suit  for  a  divorce  brought 
by  her  husband  and  convicted  of    adultery,  shall  not  b% 
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entitled  to  dower  in  her  husband's  real  estate,  or  any  part 
thereof,''  &c. 

(d.)  These  alterations  were  made  by  the  legislature,  not  in 
wantonness,  but  for  a  purpose  which  will  be  manifest  on  an- 
alizing  the  Statutes. 

The  Statues  of  Westminster  and  1787  provided : 

1.  That  elopement  and  adultery  by  the  wife  barred  her 
dower. 

2.  That  such  adultery  could  be  proved  against  her,  like 
any  other  fact,  in  any  action  by  her  to  recover  her  dower. 

3.  That  reconciliation  with  the  husband  restored  her 
dower. 

Th6  Revisers  attempted  to  provide : 

1.  That  adultery  of  the  wife  should  bar  her  dower. 

2.  That  a  decree  dissolving  the  marriage  contract  on  tJie 
ground  of  her  adultery  should  be  proof  sufficient  of  such 
adultery. 

3.  That  in  the  absence  of  such  decree  such  adultery  might 
be  proved  against  her  in  an  action  by  her  to  recover  hei 
dower,  like  any  other  fact. 

4.  That  reconciliation  with  the  husband  should  restore 
her  dower. 

The  legislature  changed  the  old  law,  and  refused  to  adopt 
the  recommendation  of  the  revisers,  but  provided : 

1.  That  a  decree  dissolving  the  marriage  contract  for  the 
misconduct  of  the  wife  should  bar  dower. 

2,  That  if  in  a  suit  for  divorce  brought  by  the  husband 
the  wife  was  convicted  {i.  e.,  proved  guilty)  of  adultery,  she 
should  be  barred  of  her  dower. 

They  refused  to  provide  ns  the  old  law  had  done,  and  as 
the  revisers  r^ommended : 

1.  That  adultery  of  the  wife  could  be  proved  by  heirs  or 
legatees,  like  any  other  fact  in  bar  of  her  action  for  dower. 

2.  That  a  condonation  of  such  adultery  should  rehabilitate 
ber  in  her  right  to  dower. 

The  construction  of   the  statute  oontended  for  by  the 
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defendant  wife,  and  adopted  by  the  learned  judge  below, 
would  make  both  these  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
mean  the  same  thing,  rendering  one  mere  surplusage,  and 
decide  the  legislature  to  have  enacted  precisely  what  the 
revisers  recommended,  although  they  manifestly  intended  no 
such  thing. 

(a.) .Much  light  upon  the  proper  interpretation  of  this 
statute  is  contamed  in  Ueynolds  agt.  ReynoldSy  24  W^nd.^ 
192. 

rV.  The  order  appealed  from  should  be  revereed,  and  aa 
order  entered  vacating  the  order  of  September  4,  1872,  and 
directing  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  in  question  to  John 
Pitts. 

RiCHD.  L.  H.  Finch,  for  respondent 

I.  The  appellants'  moving  papers  clearly  show  that  the 
respondent,  Rachel  Ann  Pitts,  wife  of  John  Pitts,  was  le- 
gally entitled  to  the  order  of  September.  4,  1872,  directing 
the  payment  of  the  $802  7-100  to  her. 

II.  This  sum  of  $802  7-100,  paid  into  court  under  the 
decree  of  March  24,  1870,  was  the  value  of  her  then  con- 
tingent inchoate  right  of  dovirer  in  the  real  estate  partitioned 
in  this  action,  she  having  refused  to  execute  a  released  And 
upon  the  pa)rment  of  this  $802  7-100  into  court  by  the  exe- 
cution of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  bearing  date  July  8, 1870, 
this  money  became  immediately  vested  in  Rachel  Ann  Pitts 
the  respondent  (4  R.  5.,  Eds.  eJ.,  511,  512;  Bartlett 
agt.  Van  Zandt,  j[4  Sand/.^  Ch.,  396 ;  Gray  agt.  Coolc^  24 
HotCy  432). 

(a)  This  sum  of  $802  7-100  was  paid  into  court  and 
secured  by  bond  and  mortgage  for  Rachel  Ann  Pitts'  secu- 
curity  and  investment,  and  remained  in  court  subject  to  her 
application  for  the  same. 

This  sum  being  her  sole  property,  she  was  legally  entitled 
to  it  whenever  she  applied  to  the  court  for  it.    And  her  hus- 
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baody  John  Pitts,  the  appellant,  has  no  interest  in  or  control 
over  the  same  (Benedict  agt.  Seymour ^  11  How.^  176 ;  see 
p.  178). 

in.  There  are  but  two  grounds  upon  which  the  res- 
pondent, Rachel  Ann  Pitts'  claim  and  right  to  this  $802 
7-100  can  be  defeated  : 

Ist.  By  her  voluntary  release  under  her  hand  and  seat 

2d.  By  the  judgment  or  decree  of  the  coui-t,  dissolving 
the  bonds  of  matrimony,  for  misconduct — adultery. 

(a)  Neither  of  these  exist  She  never  executed  a  release 
of  dower,  and  the  bonds  of  matrimony  have  never  been  dis- 
solved.    She  is  still  the  wife  of  John  Pitts,  the  appellant. 

IV.  Dower  cannot  be  forfeited  except  by  the  decree  or 
judgment  of  the  court  adjudging  a  forfeiture  (Seribner  on 
Dotcer,  vol.  2,  p.  502,  §  9 ;  Tyler  on  Infancy  and  Coverture^ 
pp.  678-9,  §  414 ;  Reynolds  agt.  Reynolds^  24  Wend.^  192 ; 
Ccper  agt.  Whitney^  3  Hilly  99 ;  WaU  agt  WaU,  4  N.  Z, 
95;  Forrest  dgt,  Forrest,  3  Abb.j  165). 

V.  John  Pitts,  the  appellant,  is  estopped  from  setting  up 
the  alleged  adultei^y  by  reason  of  his  voluntary  cohabitation 
with  his  wife. 

Condonation  wipes  out  adultery,  and  restores  the  offending 
party  to  her  original  status,  and  prevents  the  granting  of  a 
decree  or  judgment  upon  the  adultery  (2  R.  5.,  Edms.  ed,y 
151,  ^5  42;   Willard^s  Eq.  Juris.j  657). 

VI.  The  finding  by  a  referee  of  an  act  of  adultery,  fol- 
lowed by  a  finding  of  an-act  of  voluntary  cohabitation  con- 
doning the  act  of  adultery,  vitiates  and  neutralizes  the  act 
of  adultery  so  found,  and  bars  a  conviction. 

Vn.  There  can  be  no  "  conviction  ^  in  an  action  for  di- 
vorce on  the  ground  of  adultery  without  a  decree  or  judg- 
ment and  there  can  be  no  decree  or  judgment  where 
cohabitation  or  condonation  is  established  and  found. 

(a)  The  judgment  of  January  17,  1872,  in  the  divorce 
suit,  is  in  favor  of  Raehel  Ann  Pitts  and  against  John  Pitts, 
dismissing  his  complaint  and  action  with  costs. 
Vol-  XLIV.  20 
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(6)  "A  judgment  is  the  final  determination  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  the  action  "  {CodCy  §  246). 

Vni.  This  dower  lund  of  $502  7-100  was  created  by  the 
decree  of  partition^  entered  in  this  action  March  24,  1870, 
and  was  the  value  of  Rachel  Ann  Pitts'  contingent  inchoate 
right  ot  dower  in  the  property  partitioned  and  sold,  and  was 
secured  by  the  bond  and  moKgage  bearing  date  July  8. 1870, 
The  report  of  the  referee  in  the  divorce  suit  bears  date  Oc- 
tober 25,  1871.  The  judgment  upon  the  report  was  entered 
January  17,  1872,  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  dismissing  the  plaintift's  complaint. 

So  there  was  no  finding  by  the  referee  in  the  divorce  suit 
until  some  nineteen  months  after  the  entry  of  the  decree  of 
partition,  and  some  fifteen  months  after  the  bond  and  mortr 
gage  were  given  securing  the  value  of  this  dower  interest. 

IX.  Had  the  referee,  in  tlie  divorce  suit,  decided  the  same 
in  tavor  of  John  Pitts,  the  plaintiflT,  and  against  Rachel  Ann 
Pitts,  the  defendant  therein,  it  would  not  hav^  availed  John 
Pitts,  the  appellant,  as  this  dower  fund  of  $802  07  became 
vested  in  Rachel  Ann  Pitts,  the  respondent,  more  than  a  year 
before  the  divorce  suit  was  decided. 

X.  This  dower  interest  having  been  once  vested  the  same 
cannot  be  divested  except  by  the  voluntary  release  of  Rachel 
Ann  Pitts,  as  there  was  no  judgment  decree  or  finding  of 
any  referee  against  her  upon  any  point  at  or  before  the  vest- 
ing of  this  dower  fund  in  her. 

(a)  It  is,  therefore,  submitted,  that  in  no  aspect  of  the 
case  can  the  respondent  be  deprived  of  her  right  to  this 
$802  7-100,  as  it  was  the  value  of  her  then  present  contin- 
gent inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  distributive  share  of  her 
husband  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  par- 
titioned and  sold  under  the  decree  of  this  court,  entered  in 
this  action,  on  March  24,  1870. 

XI.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded  is 
not  made  by  the  appellant,  John  Pitts,  nor  by  his  attorney 
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of  record,  and,  therefore,  the  motion  was  not  properly  before 
the  court. 

XII.  The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with 
costs. 

Inoraham,  p.  J, — ^We  think  it  was  clearly  the  intent  of 
the  legislature  by  the  statutory  provisions  on  the  subject  of 
dower,  to  confine  the  effect  of  adultery  by  the  wife  in  bar- 
ring her  claim  for  dower  to  cases  in  which  such  adultery  is 
established  by  a  judgment  of  the  court.  It  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  either  of  those  provisions  {^b  "N.Y.  Stat, 
at  L.y  335,  §<^  S-48),  apply  to  a  case  which  arises  after  a 
divorce  has  been  obtained.  Section  8  only  applies  to  a  case 
where  the  divorce  is  granted  for  the  misconduct  of  the  wife, 
and  section  48  applies  tx>  a  cai^e  where  the  defendant  is  con- 
victed of  the  adultery  in  a  suit  for  a  divorce  brought  by  the 
husband,  neither  applies  to  adultery  committed  unless  the 
wife  is  convicted  of  the  oflfense.  If,  upon  the  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff fails  on  account  of  condonation  of  the  offense>  there  is 
no  conviction.  Coke  says :  "  If  the  wife  is  pardoned  before 
the  death  of  the  husband  she  shall  be  endowed." 

So,  also,  if  she  is  reconciled  to  her  husband  after  elope- 
ment. 

The  effect  of  condonation  restores  her  right  to  dower  even 
if  forfeited  by  the  adultery,  and  if  such  fact  is  found  in  the 
divorce  suit  the  previous  adultery  works  no  forfeiture. 

The  order  was  right,  and  should  be  affirmed. 

Concurred  in  by  BitADY.  J. 
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Francis  A.  Palmer  agt.  John  Foley. 


The  derkB  and  oflScera  in  the  bnrean  of  the  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York' 
incladiog  the  deputy  chamberlain,  were  not  intended  by  the  legislatnre  to  be,  and 
were  not  in  fact,  incladed  within  the  power  of  appointment  and  dismissal  which 
is  conferred  opon  the  comptroller  by  the  32d  section  of  the  charter  of  1870;  and 
it  follows  that  the  alleged  appoihtment  set  np  by  the  defendant  in  bis  answer  to 
the  office  of  deputy  chamberlaini  as  his  sole  defenso  to  the  action,  is  iuTalid  and 
Toid. 


January  Special  Termy  1873. 

The  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  YoA,  Andrew  H. 
Green,  Esq.,  claimed  the  right  to  appoint,  under  a  provision 
of  the  charter  of  1870,  the  deputy  chamberlain,  and  the  de- 
fendant Foley  was  so  appointed  by  him.  The  plaintiff,  as 
chamberlain,  denied  the  right  claimed  by  the  comptroller, 
and  brought  an  action,  and  moved  for  an  injunction,  to  restrain 
defendant  from  interfering  with  the  business  of  the  chamber- 
lain's office  and  from  intruding  himself  into  said  office. 

Abraham  R.  Lawrence  and  John  W.  Edmonds,  far 

plaintiff. 
John  H.  Strahan,  R.  W.  Townsend  and  A.  R.  Dyett, 

for  defendant. 

BAitBOUR,  C.  J. — This  is  a  motion  for  an  injunction  pend- 
ing the  litigation  of  an  action.  The  complaint  alleges 
substantially  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  chamberlain  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  that  in  the  exercise  and  performance  of 
his  duties  and  powers  as  such  officer  he  did,  on  the  16th  of 
May,  1872,  appoint  Walter  B.  Pahner  to  the  office  of  deputy 
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chamberlain  of  tjie  city^  and  that  the  latter  has  ever  since 
been,  and  now  is,  exercising  and  performing  the  duties  of  such 
office;  that  on  the  6th  of  January,  instant,  the  defend- 
ant intruded  upon  and  attempted  to  take  possession  of 
the  office  of  the  deputy  chamberlain,  claiming  from  the 
plaintiff  the  right  to  be  received  and  recognized  as  such 
deputy,  and  upon  the  plaintifi's  refusing  so  to  recognize 
and  receive  him,  then  gave  notice  and  proclaimed  that  he  in- 
tended, at  all  events,  to  exereise  the  duties  and  powers  of  the 
oflBce  of  deputy  chamberlain. 

The  plaintifi  further  avers  that  there  is  annually  paid  into 
his  hands,  as  city  chamberlain  and  county  treasurer  at  least 
$50,000,000,  several  millions  of  which  are  constantly  in  his 
bands,  and  that  it  is  his  official  duty  to  carefully  preserve, 
safely  keep,  and  disburse  the  same  according  to  law^  and 
that  the  intrusion  of  the  defendant  into  the  said  office  and 
his  continued  persistence  in  exercising  the  powers  of  a  deputy 
chamberlain  are  calculated  to  produce  great  confusion  in*  the 
city  and  county  treasuries,  to  hazard  the  safe  keeping,  &c., 
of  the  public  moneys,  and  to  increase  the  responsibil  ty  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  complainant,  therefore,  prays  that  the 
deendant  may  be  restrained  from  intruding  into  the  said 
office,  or  exercising  any  of  the  ftinctions  of  the  office*  of  dep- 
uty chamberlain,  and  for  general  and  f  rther  relief,  and  also 
asks  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  restraining  the  defendant 
as  aforesaid  pendente  lite.  None  of  those  alle  a  ions  are 
denied  in  the  answer  except  the  averments  touching  the  ap- 
pointment, &c.,  of  Walter  B.  Palmer  as  deputy  chamberlain,  { 
which  are  denied ;  and  the  defendant  avers  that  he  was,  on 
the  6th  of  January,  current,  duly  appointed  by  the  comp- 
troller of  the  city  to  the  office  of  deputy  chamberlain,  and, 
thereupon,  took  the  oath  of  office,  fiirnished  the  security 
required  by  law,  and  entered  upon  and  has  since  exercised 
some  of  the  powers  and  duties  of  such  office. 

The  defendant  also  claims  in  his  answer  that  Walter  B. 
Palmer,  the  mayor^  aldermen^  and  conmionalty  of  the  city 
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of  New  York,  and  the  people  of  the  state,  are  necessary  to 
the  action.  The  objection  taken  at  tke  hearing  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  upon  the  ground  that  the  action  wag 
brought  to  determine  the;titleto  an  office  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. It  is  tcue  the  complaint  alleges  that  Walter  B. 
Palmer  has  been  duly  appointed,  and  is,  in  fact,  the  deputy 
chamberlain,  and  that  the  defendant  is  not,  although  h-^ 
claims  to  be  such  officer.  But  it  does  not  ask  the  court  to 
determine  the  conflicting  claims  of  Walter  B.  Palmer,  but 
only  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  protected  in  the  performance 
of  the  duties  and  obligations  imposed  upon  him  by  law,  by 
means  of  an  injunction  against  such  an  actual  and  threatened 
intrusion  and  interference  by  the  defendant,  under  tX)lor  of 
an  alleged  appointment  as  deputy  ch  jmberlain,  with  the  re- 
cords and  pa  ers  in  the  chamberlain's  office,  and  with  the 
public  funds  in  the  plaintiff's  hands,  as  may  work  a  material 
injury  to  him  personally.  Nor  will  it  be  necessary  for  the 
court  to  determine  or  even  to  consider,  either  upon  this  mo- 
tion, or  at  the  final  hearing  in  the  action,  whether  Walter 
B.  Palmer  is,  or  is  not,  the  deputy  chamberlain,  except  pos- 
sibly in  so  far  as  such  fact  may  be  useful  as  inferential 
evidence. 

Indeed  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  touching  the  ap- 
pointment of  Walter  Palmer  appears  to  be  merely  the  a^sser- 
tion  of  a  collateral  fact,  which  in  no  manner  affects  the 
personal  rights  of  the  plaintifi  to  the  relief  he  seeks,  and  it 
might  therefore  be  wholly  stricken  from  the  bill  as  surplusage 
or  immaterial  matter  without  injury  to  hip  claim.  The  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  an  injunction  is  not  to  any  extent 
founded  upon  those  allegations.  The  question  whether  the 
defendant  is  really  the  deputy  chamberlain  or  not  is  of  course 
a  very  important  one  in  the  controversy,  as  it  constitutes  the 
sole  ground  of  his  defense  by  way  of  justification.  But  it 
is  the  defendant  and  not  the  plaintiff  who  has  raised  the 
question  by  his  pleading,  and  for  that  reason  it  cannot  pro- 
perly be  claimed  by  him,  who  has  thus  pleaded  the  fact  in 
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his  answer,  that  the  action  is  brought  or  maintained  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  or  determining  the 
title  to  an  office.  So^  too,  as  to  the^  point  made  by  the 
defendant  in  his  answer  and  by  his  counsel  at  bar,  that 
Walter  B.  Palmer,  the  mayor,  &c.,  of  the  city,  and  the 
people  of  the  state  are  necessary  parties  to  the  action.  It  is 
the  personal  actipn  of  the  plaintiff  as  an  individual,  and  it 
can  be  maintained  upon  no  other  theory  than  that  he  is 
entitled,  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  to  relief 
by  way  of  injunction  as  a  matter  of  private  and  personal 
right.  Neither  of  these  persons,  therefore,  can  be  deemed  a 
necessary  party  to  the  action  for  any  purpose. 

As  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  to  the  efiect  that  fifty 
millions  of  public  moneys  annually  pass  through  the  plain- 
tiff's hands,  that  several  millions  are  constantly  there,  that  it 
it  is  his  duty  to  carefully  preserve  and  safely  keep  the  same, 
and  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  which  are  complained  of 
are  calculated  to  produce  confusion  in  the  treasuries,  hazard 
the  safe  keeping  of  the  moneys,  and  increase  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  plaintiff,  are  wholly  uncontro verted  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  those  averments  must  be  taken  to  be  true. 
An  examination  of  the  statutes  read  at  the  hearing  also  shows 
that  the  city  chamberlain  is,  in  fact,  the  treasurer  of  the 
corporation,  as  the  name  imports,  and  as  such  chamberlain 
is,  ex-officiOy  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  and  the  custodiau 
of  the  moneys  derived  from  taxation  in  the  county  of  New 
York  and  belonging  to  the  state,  as  well  as  the  custodian  of 
such  moneys  belonging  to  estates,  trusts,  litigants,  &c.,  as 
are  directed  by  the  courts  to  be  deposited  with  him;  that 
some,  or  all  of  those  moneys,  are  deposited  by  the  chamber- 
km,  or  upon  his  direction,  in  certain  banks  designated  by 
him  by  written  notice  to  the  comptroller,  and  are  withdrawn 
therefrom  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  payments 
as  he  is  from  time  to  time  duly  and  legally  required  to  make ; 
that  it  is  his  duty  not  only  to  look  carefully  to  the  safety  of 
those  moneys,  but  to  see  that  no  money  is  paid  out  in  excess 
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of  the  proper  appropriation  therefor,  even  though  he  may  be 
required  to  do  so  by  the  warrant  or  requisition  of  the  comp- 
troller, countersigned  by  the  mayor;  that  books  containing 
accounts  of  all  receipts,  payments,  as  transfers  by  him,  with 
the  vouchers  therefor,  are  kept  in  his  office ;  and  that  by 
law  a  deputy  chamberlain  may  be  appointed,  who  shall  have, 
and  in  the  chamberlain's  absence  may  exercise,  all  the  powers 
BO  conferred  upon  the  chamberlain. 

In  view  of  all  this,  it  is  .easy  to  see  that  if  the  plaintift 
shall,  either  wQfully  or  negligently,  permit  the  moneys  in 
the  treasuries  to  be  withdrawn  therefrom  by  any  one  except 
himself,  or  by  a  properly  appointed  and  duly  qualified  deputy 
chamberlain,  he  will  be  personally  liable  for  any  loss  the 
city,  county,  state,  or  other  party  for  whom  he  holds  moneys 
may  sustain  thereby ;  and  it  follows  that  the  plaintiff  has 
such  a  personal  and  pecuniary  interest  in  the  subject-matter* 
of  the  action  and  in  its  results  as  entitles  him  to  prosecute 
and  maintain  the  same.  It-  is  equally  clear,  too,  that  unless 
the  defendant  has  established  the  fact  upon  the  hearing  here, 
that  he  is  in  fact  and  in  law  the  deputy  chamberlain  of  the 
city,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  injunction  he  asks  for. 
That  question,  therefore,  must  now  be  considered. 

In  April,  1S66,  an  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  which 
authorized  the  city  chamberlain  to  appoint  a  deputy,  fix  his 
salary,  and  dismiss  him  at  pleasure  (Laws  of  1S66,  ch.  623). 
The  first  paragraph  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the 
charter  of  1870  provides  that  "the  heads  of  all  depart- 
inents  •  •  •  shall  have  power  to  appoint  and  remove 
all  chiefs  of  bureaus  (except  the  chamberlain),  as  also  all 
clerks,  officers,  employes,  and  subordinates  in  their  respec- 
tive departments.'^  The  comptroller  was  then  the  head  of 
the  finance  department,  in  which  there  was  and  for  many 
years  has  been  "  a  bureau  for  the  reception  of  all  moneys 
paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  city,  and  for  the  payment  of 
money  on  warrants  drawn  by  the  comptroller  and  counter- 
signed by  the  mayor,"    the  chief  officer  of  which  was  the 
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chamberlain  (Latos  of  1870,  p.  375,  ch.  37,  sec.  7).  That 
statute  does  not  in  terms  repeal  {he  act  of  1866,  although  it 
does  directly  and  specifically  repeal  a  number  of  other  acts ; 
but  it  contains  this  general  repealing  clause:  ^^All  acts 
inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act  are  also  hereby 
repealed ''  {lb.  sec.  120). 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  act  of  1866,  which  gives  to 
th  chamberlain  the  power  of  appointing  and  removing  his 
own  denuty  and  clerks  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  statute  of  1870, 
above  cited,  if  that  paragraph  was  intended  by  the  legislar 
ture  to  confer  the  power  of  appointing  and  removing  the 
same  officers  upon  the  comptroller.  The  language  of  the 
paragraph  in  question,  when  read  by  itself  and  not  in  con* 
oection  vnth  the  other  part  of  the  section,  and  r^ardless  of 
the  probable  design  and  intention  of  the  legislature,  is  suffi- 
cient to  give  to  the  comptroller  the  power  of  appointing 
and  removing  the  officers  and  clerks  in  the  chamberlain's 
bureau,  including  the  deputy  chamberlain.  But  that  powei* 
cannot  be  held  to  have  been  in  fact  conferred  upon  the  comp* 
troller,  if  upon  an  examination  of  the  entire  act  of  1870  in 
connection  with  former  enactments  in  par  materia^  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances  as  shown  by  the  vidence  before 
the  court,  it  clearly  appears  that  the  legislature  did  not  in-' 
tend  to  grant  such  power  to  him  (See  Ikoarris  an  Statj  530 
and  Seg.  1  Furrow s^  447 ;  Dresser  agt  Brooks  3  Barb.^ 
429 ;  McCarter  agt  Orphan  Asylum  9  Cowen^  437  ;  Chld^ 
son  agt.  Bucks f  15  Easty  377  ;  Williams  agt.  Pritchardj  4 
Term  R.  Q.)l  Rentes  Com.^  462).  The  legislation  in  this 
state  in  relation  to  local  government  and  management  of 
counties,  towns,  cities,  and  villages,  from  the  earliest  period 
in  its  history  down  to  the  enactment  of  the  so-called  charter 
of  this  city  in  1870,  shows  that  it  has  always  been  a  funda-< 
tnental  principle  in  the  policy  of  the  sta^e  government  that 
the  various  treasurers  or  custodians  of  the  public  moneys 
should  be  placed  beyond  the  control  and  power  of  those 
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officers  who  were  charged  with  the  duty  of  auditing  claims 
and  directing  the  payment  {hereof,  in  so  far,  at  least,  as  con- 
cerned the  custody  and  safe  keeping  of  such  funds. 

Indeed,  in  the  limited  time  which  my  official  engagements 
have  permitted  me  to  devote  to  the  examination  of  the  num- 
erous statutes  upon  the  subject,  I  have  been  unable  to  find 
a  single  instance  during  all  that  time  in  which  any  peraon  or 
persons  charged  with  the  duty  of  auditing  claims  against  coun- 
ties, towns,  or  municipalities,  have  been  empowered  by  law 
to  appoint  the  treasurers  thereof  except  for  short  periods  in 
cases  of  vacancy  occasioned  by  death,  resignation,  &c.  In 
view  of  that  long-preserved  and  well-estabhshed  course  of 
legislation  it  is  more  reasonable  to  believe  that  the  failure  to 
insert  an  exception  of  the  deputy  chamberlain  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  charter,  was 
the  result  of  some  accident  or  mere  clerical  omission,  than 
that  it  was  so  designed  and  intended  to  be  by  the  legislature. 
The  fact,  too,  that  while  the  power  of  appointing  and  re- 
moving all  the  other  heads  of  bureaus  in  the  finance  depart- 
ment, except  the  chamberlain,  was  given  to  the  comptroller, 
the  latter  officer  was  especially  excepted  from  the  provision, 
as  he  always  has  been,  still  further  strengthens  the  presump- 
tion that  the  legislature  did  not  design  to  confer  upon  the 
comptroller  the  power  of  appointing  or  removing  the  deputy 
chamberlain.  For  as  the  deputy  was  vested  by  law  with 
all  the  powers  of  the  chamberlain  himself,  and  was  authoi- 
ized  to  exercise  the  same  to  the  fullest  extent  in  the  absence 
of  the  principal,  there  was  certainly  as  strong  and  the  same 
reason  for  placing  the  power  of  appointing  and  removing 
the  custodian  of  the  public  moneys,  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
comptroller  in  the  one  case,  as  in  the  other. 

The  principle  of  thus  separating  treasurers  from  the  ac- 
counting officers  was  probably  adopted,  and  has  been  long 
adhered  to  in  order  to  guard  against  collusion  between  those 
two  classes  of  officers,  while  clearly  the  power  of  appoint- 
ing and  removing  the  deputy  chamberlain  might  enable  a 
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dishonest  comptroller,  at  some  future  term,  to  rob  the  treas- 
ury, of  millions  by  means  of  his  own  appointment.     But 
beyond^  all  that  the  act  of  1866  not  only  authorized  the 
chamberlain  to  appoint  his  own  deputy  and  clerks  and  to 
fix  their  salaries,  but  it  directed  that  the  salaries  of  all  those 
officers,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  chamberlain's  office,  should 
be  paid  by  the  banks  which  were  the  depositories  of  the 
public  moneys,  and  that  act  was  not  only  in  full  force  at 
the  time  tue  act  of  1870  was  passed,  but  so  much  of  it,  at 
least,  as  relates  to  the  payment  of  the  salaries,  and  office 
rent  was  wholly  unaffected  by  the  latter  act,  and,  indeed,  it 
is  understood  as  now  an  existing  iaw.     The  thirty-second 
section  of  the  act  of   1870  reads  as  follows:  ^^Sec.  32. 
The  heads  of  all  departments,  except  as  otherwise  specifi- 
cally  directed   herein,    shall  have   power  to  appoint  and 
remove  all  chiefs  of  bureaus  (except  the  chamberlain),  as 
also  all  clerks,  officers,  employes,  and  subordinates.      The 
number  of  all  officers,  clerks,  employes,  and  subordinates  in 
every  department  (except  in  the  police  and  fire  departments), 
with  their  respective  salaries  and  compensations,  shall  be 
such  as  the  head  of  each  department  shall  designate  and  ap- 
prove, except  that  the  aggregate  expense  thereof  shall  not 
exceed  the  total  amount  duly  appropriated  by  law  to  each 
department  for  such  purposes.'^ 

It  will,  thus,  be  seen,  that  while  the  first  paragraph  of 
this  section  makes  no  provision  in  regard  to  the  salaries  of 
the  officers  and  clerks,  who  are  there  authorized  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  heads  of  departments,  the  second  aragraph, 
in  so  far  as  concerns  the  department  of  finance,  groups  the 
whole  of  such  appointees  together,  including  as  well  the 
cle  ks  and  officers  ih  the  office  of  the  chamberlain,  whose 
salaries  were  to  be  paid  by  the  banks  under  the  act  of  1866, 
as  those  whose  salaries  were  chargeable  upon  the  city  treas- 
ury, and  makes  a  provision  in  regard  to  the  aggregate 
expense  of  all  those  officers,  clerks,  &c.,  with  reference  to 
the  appropriation  therefor,  which  is  quite  inconsistent  with 
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the  theory  that  the  oflScers^  clerks,  &c.,  wh  se  salaries  were 
to  be  paid  by  the  banks  were  intended  by  the  legislature  tx> 
be  included  among  those  whom  the  comptroller  was  author- 
ized to  appoint. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  clerks  and 
officers  in  the  bureau  of  the  chamberlain  were  not  intended 
by  the  legislature  to  be,  and  were  not.  in  fact,  included  with- 
in the  power  of  appointment  and  dismissal  which  is  conferred 
upon  the  comptroller  by  the  thirty-second  section  of  the 
charter  of  1870  ;  and  it  follows  that  the  alleged  appointment 
set  up  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer  as  his  sole  defense  to 
the  action,  is  invalid  and  void.  The  plaintiff's  motion  for 
an  injunction  pending  the  controversy,  must,  therefore,  be 
granted  with  costs,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  action. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
OiLCHBiST  agt  Gilghbist's  Executors. 

Jt  is  tlie  well  stated  rnle  thai  it  is  prettj  much  a  matter  of  eoaree  to  permit  parties 
lo  ttmtnd  tktir  pteadingt  before  trial,  when  the  amendment  will  prodoee  no  delay 
of  the  trial,  nor  work  aiij  especial  hardship  to  the  adverse  party.  The  terms 
imposed  are  nsoally  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion,  and  such  other  costs 
and  expenses,  if  any,  as  the  party  will  lose  by  reason  of  the  desired  amendment. 

MM,  on  this  motion,  that  the  defendant  be  allowed,  nnder  the  aUoye  role,  to 
amend  his  answer  by  setting  np  the  ttabUe  of  limUationt. 

{t  is  the  dnty  of  the  Conrt  to  pat  jtofHtory  dtfentti^  snch  as  the  statute  of  limit»* 
tkmSf  nsory,  4te.,  upon  the  same  footing  with  other  legal  defenses. 

Saratoga  Special  Termj  January^  1873. 

BocKES,  J. — ^Motion  for  leave  to  serve  an  amended  answer, 
setting  up,  among  other  defenses,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. 

It  is  pretty  much  a  matter  of  bourse  to  permit  parties  to 
amend  their  pleadings  before  trial,  when  the  amendment 
will  produce  no  delay  of  the  trial,  nor  work  any  especial 
hardship  to  the  adverse  party.  This  is  now  the  settled  rul- 
ings of  the  courts  (see  WaiPa  C'ode,  remarJcs  and  authorities 
cited  under  section  173  of  the  Code).  And  the  terms  imposed 
are  usually  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion^  and  such 
other  costs  and  expenses,  if  any,  as  the  party  will  lose  by 
reason  of  the  desired  amendment. 

Subject  to  these  restrictions,  it  is  always  deemed,  in  fur- 
therance of  justice,  to  allow  amendments  of  pleadings,  in 
order  to  place  the  parties  face  to  face  before  the  court  on 
the  facts  and  law  of  the  case.  In  this  case  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  plaintiff  will  lose  any  right  by  the  proposed 
amendment,  existing  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  or  at  the  time  the  original  answer  was  interposed. 
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nor  will  he  suffer  such  delay,  if  now  allowed,  as  should  be 
held  to  defeat  the  motion.  The  defendant  should  therefore 
be  permitted  now  to  interpose  any  just,  legal  and  equitable 
defense  which  he  may  have  to  the  action,  on  the  terms  as  to 
costs  and  expenses  above  indicated. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  statute  of  limitations  is  not  a 
just  or  equitable  defense  ;  hence,  now  to  permit  it  to  be  in- 
terposed in  this  case  would  not  be  **  in  furtherance  of  jys- 
tice.'^    It  is  urged  that  the  defense  of  usury  and  the  statute 
of  limitations  are  unconscionable,  and  should  not  be  per- 
mitted, unless  promptly  interposed,  and,  should  never  be  al- 
lowed to  be  interposed  as  a  matter  of  favor.     Such,  I  think, 
was  the  very  general  ruling  prior  to  the  Code  (6  Cow.j  606 ; 
1  6W.,    158 ;   1   Wend.j   302 ;  2    Wend.^  294 ;  3   Wend.j 
573 ;  6  Hill,  223 ;  6  Hillj  227).     These   are   few   of  the 
many  cases  holding  to  this  rule  prior  to  the  Code.     So,  too,' 
there  are  many  similar  decisions  since  the  Code  (21  How.t 
455  ;  22  How.^  229  5  7  How.,  234 ;  20  How.,  72  ;  37  tiow.j 
23).    There  are  other  cases  also  to  the  same  effect  as  those 
cited  since  the  Code.     All  the  above  cases  held  the  rule  that 
the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations  (or  usury)  was  a 
strict  defense ;  and  if  the  party  let  it  slip,  the  court  would 
not  relieve  him.    In  the  case  of  Bates  agt.    Voorhees  (7 
How,,   234),  the    propriety  of  this  rule   was  questioned. 
Judge  Harris  there  remarked  that  the  soundness  of  a  discri- 
mination by  th6  courts  against  defenses  denominated  uncon- 
scionable might  well  be  doubted ;  and  he  added  that  he  did 
not  see  upon  what  principle  a  court  should  take  upon  itself 
to  pronounce  a  defense,  with  which  the  law  has  provided  the 
defendant,  hard  or  unconscionable.     The  learned  judge  ad- 
hered, however,  to  what  he  deemed  the  settled  rule.     But 
there  are  also  more  recently  many  cases  holding  that  the  dis- 
crimination above  suggested  was  unauthorized  and  improper. 
It  is  said  that  usury  and  the  statute  of  limitations  are  legal 
defenses,  based  upon  principles  of  public  policy,  and  should 
be  recognised  by  the  courts,  as  standing  on  the  same  footing 
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with  other  legal  and  equitable  rights^  such  as  payment,  ac- 
cord and  satisfaction,  and  set  off  (12  How,j  408 ;  4  How.^ 
216).  In  this  last  case  cited;  Parker,  J,j  is  reported  as 
saying  that,  so  long  as  the  statute  made  the  taking  of  usury 
a  defense,  it  was  entitled  to  be  treated  like  every  other  legal 
defense,  and  he  would  make  no  discrimination  in  imposing 
terms.  This  remark  received  the  approval  of  Davies,  «7^, 
in  Brotvn  agt.  Mitchell  (12  How.^  408).  More  recently  it 
was  expressly  decided  in  Sheldon  agt.  Adams  (41  Barb.,  54), 
that  "  in  exercising  the  power  of  allowing  amendments  in 
furtherance  bf  justice,  no  discrimination  should  be  made  by 
the  courts  between  legal  defenses  offered  to  be  set  up  on  ac- 
count of  their  character;  that  all  defenses,  recognized  by 
statute  as  being  such,  mcluding  those  styled  unconscionable, 
such  as  the  statute  of  imitations,  usury,  &c.,  stand  upon 
an  equal  footing  in  this  respect.'^  In  this  case,  Potter,  J.y 
say  that  this  ^^  is  now  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  court  of 
appeals.^  The  cases  in  the  court  of  appeals  will  presently 
be  considered.  Subsequently,  and  in  1867,  this  subject  was 
again  under  examination  in  the  Bank  of  Troy  agt.  Bassett 
(3  Ahb,j  N.  S.y  359),  and  the  former  rule  of  discrimination, 
in  regard  to  statutory  defenses,  was  disapproved.  We  come 
now  to  the  cases  in  the  court  of  appeals.  In  Catlin  agt. 
Gtmtor{i\  N.  Y.j  368),  it  is  said  that  ^^  we  are  not  warrant- 
ed in  applying  a  different  rule  to  the  defense  of  usury  from 
what  we  would  hold  applicable  in  other  cases ;''  and  further, 
''  the  law  has  not  made  any  distinction  between  such  de- 
fenses, and  those  where  no  forfeiture  is  involved,  and  the 
court  can  make  none.''  These  remarks  are  cited  with  ap- 
proval in  two  of  the  cases  above  referred  to,  and  express,  as 
I  conceive,  the  opinion  of  the  highest  court  in  the  state. 
Again,  in  McQueen  agt.  Babcock  (3  KeyeSj  428),  although 
the  precise  question  here  presented  was  not  up,  Judge 
Grover,  speaking  for  the  court,  says,  "  the  idea  that  the  de- 
fense of  usury,  or  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  was  to  be 
treated  in  this  respect  different  from  other  defenses,  has  been 
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exploded.  Courts  now  regard  all  legal  defenses  as  entitled 
in  this  respect  to  the  same  consideration."  The  learned 
judge  was  here  speaking  of  the  right  of  amendment  So,  I 
think,  Judge  Potteb  was  right  in  saying  (41  Barb.y  57), 
that  it  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  court  of  appeals  no 
longer  to  mark  a  rule  of  discrimination  in  allowing  amend- 
ments of  pleadings  against  statutory  defenses,  such  as  usury 
and  the  statute  of  limitations.  Upon  reflection,  I  think 
Judge  Peckham  spoke  well  when  he  said  in  the  Bank  of 
Kinderhook  agt.  Gifford  (40  Barb.^  659),  in  substance  that 
we  have  no  right  to  say  that  a  defense  declared  by  statute  is 
inequitable  and  wrong,  for  it  is  saying  that  the  law  is  in- 
equitable and  wrong.  He  adds:  ^^It  is  no  accessary  part 
of  a  judge's  duty  to  define  or  declare  the  wisdom  ol  any 
legislative  enactment ;  the  act  being  plain,  the  court  have 
but  one  duty,  and  that  is  to  declare  and  enforce,  it  There 
is  no  excuse  whatever  for  attempting  to  evade  and  nullify  it'' 
Further,  in  considering  the  subject,  he  says  that  the  weight 
of  authority  is  decidedly  to  the  effect '^  that,  on  opening  a 
default  properly  excused,  the  court  will  not  impose  as  a  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  shall  not  sec  up  what  is  termed  a 
bard  or  unconscionable  defense,  as  usury  or  the  statute  of 
limitations ;  and  be  furthermore  remarks :  ^^  There  should 
be  no  selection  or  choice  by  the  court  as  to  what  law  should 
be  enforced  or  what  should  be  evaded  or  nullified ;  what 
should  be  favored,  and  what  should  be  treated  with  disfavor. 
The  principle  and  policy  of  this  favor  and  disfavor  are 
wrong." 

It,  then,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  put  statutory  de- 
fenses upon  the  same  footing  with  other  legal  defenses,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  asked  for  should  be  al- 
lowed. It  the  proposed  defense  sought  to  be  interposed 
were  payment,  release,  or  accord  and  satisfaction,  there  should 
be  no  hesitation  in  allowing  it  on  the  usual  terms ;  and  if 
the  statute  of  limitations  is  to  be  treated  with  the  same  con- 
sideration as  payment  would  be,  then  that  also  should  be 
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permitted.  That  it  should  be  so  regarded  seems  now  to  be 
settled  both  on  principle  and  authority.  I  can  add  nothing 
to  what  has  been  said  on  this  subject  in  the  numerous  cases 
cited,  nor  is  it  needful  where,  as  I  conceive  it,  the  rule  by 
which  I  must  be  governed  has  been  repeatedly  and  definitely 
settled  by  the  courts.  I  think  I  am  bound  by  authority  to 
grant  the  motion.  As  stated  in  the  outset,  it  is  pretty  much 
a  matter  of  course  to  permit  parties  to  amend  their  plead- 
ings at  any  time  before  trial,  when  it  will  produce  no  delay, 
nor  work  any  peculiar  hardship  to  the  adverse  party.  It  is 
the  right  of  both  parties  to  have  the  entire  case  before  the 
court  on  the  facts  and  the  law.  Thus,  to  admit  the  case 
complete,  in  all  its  aspects,  is  in  furtherance  of  justice.  I 
do  not  see  that  any  delay  or  injury,  of  which  any  one  can 
rightfully  complain,  will  result  by  allowing  the  amendment 
proposed. 
Motion  granted  on  payment  of  costs. 
Vol-  XLIV,  21 
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SUPREME  COURT* 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  on  the  relation  of 
Eliza  Habnett,  agt.  The  Inspectors  op  Common  Schools 
of  the  Seventeenth  Ward  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

A  teacher  of  eftmmon  tcknoU^  who  clHime,  nnder  a  regalar  appointment,  a  salarv  ^aa 
her  for  Bach  eerviceB,  cannot  have  a  mandamue  to  compel  the  inspectors  of  com- 
mon tcbools  to  examine  and  audit  each  salnry.  She  has  a  remedy  at  law  if  she 
holds  nnder  a  legal  appointment. 

New  YorJc  Special  Term^  January  7,  1873. 

Before  Barrett,  J. 

Motion  for  a  peremptery  mandamus  against  the  defendants 
to  compel  them  te  examine  and  audit  the  claim  of  the  relator. 
The  facts  are  as  follows : 

The  relator  claimed  that  on  August  26,  1872,  she  was 
duly  appointed,  by  the  trustees  of  common  schools  of  the 
seveni-eeuth  ward  of  this  city,  as  general  assistant  in  male  de- 
partment of  grammar  school  No.  13  {formerly, old  public  school 
No.  14),  at  a  jsalaiy  of  eleven  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  and 
that  she  entered  upon  her  duties  at  the  opening  of  the  school 
after  vacation,  September  2,  1872,  and  performed  the  duties 
required  to  be  performed  as  a  teacher  during  the  months  of 
September,  Octeber,  November,  and  December,  1872;  that 
her  name  was  placed  upon  the  pay  rolls  for  each  of  the  said 
months,  duly  certified  by  the  principal  and  a  majority  of  the 
trustees  of  the  said  ward.  That  the  inspectors  of  the  said 
district,  Andrew  Mills,  Harvey  H.  Woods  and  William  E. 
Brinckerhoff,  had  neglected  and  refused  to  examine  and  audit 
the  salary  of  the  said  relator  for  said  months  or  either  of 
them.  That  by  reason  of  said  neglect  and  refusal  to  audit, 
she  has  been  unable  to  receive  or  obtain  payment  for  her  said 
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services^  amounting  to  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  sixty* 
six  dollars  and  sixty-six  cents. 

Th«it  on  December  81,  1872^  she  caused  a  demand  in 
writing  to  be  served  upon  Andrew  Mills,  Esq.,  to  forthwith 
examine  and  liudit  the  said  salary ;  and  that  the  inspectors 
Lad  neglected  to  examine  and  audit  said  claim;  and  that  the 
examination  and  audit  wa9  a  condition  precedent  to  her  right 
to  demand  payment  from  the  department  of  public  instruc- 
tion. On  these  facts  Hon.  E.  L.  Fancher,  on  the  6th  day 
of  January,  1873,  issued  an  order  requiring  the  inspectors  to 
show  cause  why  a  peremptory  mandamus  should  not  issue 
against  them  commanding  them  forthwith  to  examine  and 
audit  the  salary  of  the  said  relator. 

.  On  the  return  of  said  order  the  inspectors  claimed  that 
the  only  record  of  the  appointment  of  the  relator  on 
file  with  the  clerk  of  the  department  of  public  instruction, 
showed  the  appointment  of  the  relator  was  made  on  the  9th 
day  of  October,  1872,  and  that  at  that  time,  according  to 
said  notice,  a  large  number  of  other  teachers  were  appointed 
in  said  department;  and  that,  by  the  by-laws  of  the  said  de- 
partment of  public  instruction,  the  wliole  number  of  teachers 
which  the  trustees  were  authorized  to  appoint  at  the  date  of 
such  appointment  in  said  school  was  twelve,  and  that  the 
number  of  teachers  actually  employed  at  that  date  by  the 
said  trustees  was  thirteen,  including  the  relator,  which  was 
one  in  excess  of  the  number  of  teachers  allowed  in  said  de- 
partment, and  that  by  said  notice  of  appointment  the  relator's 
name  appeared  to  be  the  last  one  appointed.  The  inspect- 
ors also  claimed  that  they  had  audited  the  claim  of  the 
relator,  and  that  they  had  disallowed  the  said  claim  for  the 
reason  of  excess  of  teachers  in  said  department. 

The  counsel  for  the  relator  claimed  that  Miss  Harnett, 
having  been  appointed  by  the  trustees,  was  entitled  to  receive 
her  salary,  and  that  the  action  of  the  inspectors  was  unjust 
and  illegal,  and  that  they  could  not  question  the  right  of  the 
trustees  to  appoint,  and  that  the  relator  had  no  remedy  by 
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an  action  at  law.  And  that  although  the  notice,  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  department,  showed  the  relator's  name  as 
the  last  appointed,  thie  fact  was  that  she  was  the  eleventh 
appointment,  and  produced  the  affidavits  of  two  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  said  ward,  viz. :  Richard  V.  Harnett  and  Stephen 
Theriy,  showing  that  she  was  the  eleventh  appointment. 

The  counsel  for  the  inspectors,  Mr.  Anderson,  claimed, 
among  other  things,  that  the  inspectors  having  disallowed 
the  claim  after  examination  and  audit,  that  the  remedy  by 
jnandamus  would  not  lie ;  that  that  Writ  could  only  issue  to 
set  the  inspectors  in  motion  when  they  have  refused  to-  act, 
and  cited  a  large  number  of  authorities  to  sustain  that  pro- 
position. He  also  claimed  that  the  rule  that  a  mandamus 
will  not  issue  where  there  is  a  remedy  by  action,  applies  in 
this  case.  He  further  claimed  that  by  the  laws  of  this  state 
the  duties  of  the  inspectors  were  to  "  examine  in  respect  to 
every  expense  certified  by  the  trustees,  and  to  audit  any  such 
expense  which  may  be  just  and  reasonable.''  And  that  it 
was  for  the  inspectors  to  say  what  were  just  and  reasonable, 
and  the  inspectors  were  also  required  to  examine  in  respect 
to  the  number,  fidelity  and  competency  of  the  teachers.  And 
that  at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  the  relator,  there 
bekig  an  excess  of  teachers  in  said  department,  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  relator  by  the  trustees  was  illegal,  and  gave  the 
relator  no  right  to  recover  for  any  services  she  might  have 
rendered ;  and  that  the  appointment  of  the  relator  by  the 
trustees  was  in  violation  of  the  general  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  department  of  public  instruction. 

George  W.  Wingate,  /or  the  relator. 
A.  C.  Anderson,  /or  inspectors. 

Barrett,  J. — ^The  motion  must  be  deniedSvithout  costs. 
I  think  the  relator  has  a  remedy  at  law  if  she  holds  a  legal 
appointment  It  will  not,  therefore,  be  necessary  to  pass 
upon  the  other  questions  which  were  argued. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

3I0RBIS  Falkenan  et  al.j  plaintiffs  and  respondents,  agt 
William  G.  Faeck),  President  of  the  American  Merchants 
Union  Express  Company,  defendant  and  appellant. 

Where  a  shipper  And  owner  of  goods,  At  the  time  of  delivering  the  same  to  an  ex* 
press  company  for  transportation,  also  deliver  to  the  express  compaoj  for  their 
signature  a  blank  receipt  in  their  possession,  filled  op  by  him  at  bis  oflBce,  oon- 
tainiog  the  names  of  both  parties,  aud  aeries  of  conditions  and  danses  regnla- 
ting  the  manner  of  transportation  and  the  liability  of  the  express  company  in 
certain  cases  and  contingencies,  and  sach  receipt  at  the  Umo  of  the  delivery  of 
the  merchandise  is  presented  by  the  shipper  to  the  express  company  for  their 
signatare,  and  fs  signed  by  the*  latter  and  returned  to  the  shipper,  it  conttitntea 
a  tpeeial  contract^  and  binding  npon  both  parties  when  acted  nnder. 

Where  sach  contract  provides  that  the  express  company  is  not  to  be  held  liable 
for  any  lose  or  damage  by  fire,  they  are  not  liable  where  the  goods  shipped  are 
burned  ap,  without  any  ikult  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  company,  while  in 

y 

General  Term^  November y  1872. 
.    Before  Baeboub,  Ch.  J.,  Freedman  and  Sedgwick,  JJ. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  a  pack- 
age of  jewelry  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  delivered  by 
them  to  the  American  Merchants  Union  Express  Company 
to  be  transported  and  delivered  by  said  company  to  A.  B. 
Van  Cott,  plaintiffs^  agent  at  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin;  but 
which,  owing  to  the  negligence  of  the  company,  never 
reached  its  place  of  destination.  The  answer  admitted  the 
receipt  of  the  package,  but  denied  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  as  to  contents  and  value,  and  the  company's  neg- 
ligence.    It  then  set  up  as  follows: 

"  That  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  package  to 
the  company  there  was  delivered  by  the  shippers  of  said 
package  to  the  said  company,  for  their  signature,  an  agree- 
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ment  partly  written  and  partly  printed,  which  agreement 
was  signed  by  the  said  company,  and  re-delivered  to  the 
shippers  ot  said  packagd*,  and  accepted  by  them ;  that  said 
agreement  constitutes  the  sole  and  only  contract  between  the 
parties  to  this  action  respecting  the  forwarding  and  trans- 
porting of  the  said  package,  and  by  the  teims  thereof  the 
said  company  is  not  lial^le  beyond  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  for 
the  loss  of  the  said  package. 

"Defendants  further  aver  that  by  the  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  shippers  of  the  said  package  to  intorm  the  defendants 
of  the  value  of  the  same,  defendants  were  deprived  of  their 
just  reward  for  the  transportation  of  the  same. 

"  Defendants  further  aver  that  they  undertook  to  trans- 
port the  said  package  according  to  the  directions  thereon, 
and  used  all  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  the  prosecution 
of  their  said  undertaking ;  that  the  defendants  being  made 
to  believe  by  the  plaintiAs  the  said  package  contained  ordin- 
ary merchandize  only,  placed  the  same  ki  their  car  with 
their  ordinary  merchandize  for  transportation  as  aforesaid ; 
that  the  said  car,  while  on  the  Michigan  Central  Railroad, 
near  Ann  Harbor,  Michigan,  was  burned  with  all  ite  con- 
tents, including  the  package  in  question,  on  the  night  of  the 
16th  of  October,  1870,  without  any  fault  or  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants ;  that  had  the  defendants  known 
or  had  any  reason  to  believe  that  the  said  package*  was  a 
valuable  otie,  they  would  not  have  placed  the  same  in  said 
car  with  their  ordinary  merchandise,  but  would  have  placed 
the  same  in  their  safe  with  other  valuable  packages,  and  that 
in  that  case  the  said  package  would  not  have  been  destroyed 
and  lost  to  plaintifls.**' 

Upon  the  trial,  plaintifis  proved  the  value  of  the  package 
to  be  $1,658  16,  and  rested. 

After  defendants'  motion  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint 
had  been  denied,  defendants'  counsel  called  upon  plaintiff 
to  produce  the  contract  reierred  to  in  the  answer.    It  was 
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produced  and  put  in  evidence  by  the  defendant^  and  marked 
**  Exhibit  A»^^    It  read  as  follows : 

"American  Merchants  Union  Express  Company,  New  York, 
Oct  16,   1870.     Beceived  of  Falkenan,  PoUak  &   Co.,  1 

pkge.  said  to  contain ^  valyed  at -,  value  not 

given dollars.    Marked  A.  B.  Van  Cott,  Milwaukee, 

Wis.,  which  we  undertake  to  forward  to  the  nearest  poititof 
destination  reached  by  this  company,  subject  expressly  to 
the  following  conditions,  namely :  This  company  is  not  to 
be  lield  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage  except  as  forwarders 
only,  nor  for  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  l^y  the  dangers  of 
navigation,  by  the  act  of  God,  or  of  the  enemies  of  the  gov- 
ernment, the  restraints  of  government,  mobs,  riots,  insurrec*- 
tions,  pirates,  or  from  or  by  reason  of  any  of  the  hazards  or 
dangers  incident  to  a  state  of  war.  Nor  shall  this  company 
be  liable  for  any  default  or  negligence  of  any  person,  corpo- 
ration  or  association  to  whom  the  above-described  property 
shall  or  may  be  delivered  by  this  company  for  the  perfonn- 
ance  of  any  act  or  duty  in  lespect  thereto,  at  any  place  or 
point  off  the  established  routes  or  lines  run  by  fhi^  com- 
pany ;  and  any  such  person,  corporation  or  association  is  not 
to  be  regarded,  deemed  or  taken  to  be  the  agent  of  this  com- 
pany for  any  such  purpose,  but  on  the  contrary  such  person, 
corporation  or  association  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
the  agent  of  the  person,  corporation  or  associat  on  from 
whom  this  company  received  the  property  above  described. 
It  being  understood  that  this  company  relies  upon  the  Wlix^ 
oui  railroad  and  steamboat  lines  of  the  country  fbr  its  means 
of  forwarding  property  delivered  to  it  to  be  forwarded,  it  is 
agreed  that  it  shall  Qot  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  said 
prQperty  caused  by  the  detention  of  any  train  of  cars,  or  of 
any  steamboat  upon  which  said  property  shall  be  placed  fur 
transportation ;  nor  by  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  any  railroad 
company  or  steamboat  to  receive  and  forward  the  said 
property. 


328  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Falkenan  agt. Fargo. 

"  Nor  shall  this  company  be  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage 
of  any  box,  package  or  thing  for  over  $50,  unless  the  just 
and  true  value  thereof  is  herein  stated ;  nor  upon  any  prop- 
erty or  thing  unless  properly  packed  and  secur  d  for  trans- 
portation ;  nor  upon  any  fragile  fabrics  unless  so  marked 
upon  the  package  containing  the  same  ;  nor  upon  any  fab- 
rics consi  ting  of,  or  contained  in,  glass.  This  company  will 
not  be  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage  unless  the  claim  there- 
for shall  be  made  in  writing  within  thirty  days  from  the 
accruing  of  the.  cause  of  action,  in  a  statement  to  which 
this  receipt  shall  be  annexed.  The  party  accepting  this  re- 
ceipt hereby  agrees  to  the  conditions  herein  contained. 

**  For  the  company,  McKinney,  Agent." 

Plaintiffs  admitted  that  the  body  of  the  paper,  exhibit  ^*  A^^ 
was  written  in  by  the  plaintiffs  at  their  oflice^  and  that  the 
same  so  filled  up  was  presented  by  them  to  the  defendants 
for  their  signature  when  the  package  in  question  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant ;  that  it  was  then  signed  by  the 
defendants  and  re-delivered  to  the  plaintifft. 

Plaintiffs  also  admitted  that  the  package  in  question,  with 
its  contents,  was  burned  while  in  transitu^  without  fault  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.     Testimony  closed. 

Defendant's  counsel  moved  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed 
on  the  ground  that  as  under  the  evidence  no  negligence  was 
proved  on  defendant's  part,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover. 
Motion  denied  and  defendants  excepted. 

Defendants'  counsel  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  upon  all  the  evidence. 
Motion  denied  ;  defendants'  counsel  duly  excepted. 

Defendants'  counsel  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  in  any  event  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled,  under  jthe 
evidence,  to  recover  beyond  the  sum  of  $50,  with  interest 
from  the  time  the  cause  of  action,  if  any,  accrued.  Motion 
denied  ;  defendant's  counsel  duly  excepted. 

The  court  directed  the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  for  the 
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plaintifis  for  the  sum  of  $1,832  26j  being  the  value  of  the 

package,  with  interest.     Defendants'  counsel  duly  excepted. 

The  court  directed  judgment  to  be  suspended,  and  .the 

exceptions  to  be  heard,  in  the  first  instance,  at  general  term. 

Bjf  the  court  J  Freedman,  J. — ^The  plaintifis  in  this  action 
are  not  in  a  position  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  doctrine  that 
a  common  carrier  cannot  secure  a  limitation  or  restriction  of 
his  common  law  liability  by  a  mere  notice  indorsed  upon  or 
incorporated  in  his  receipt,  and  that  such  notice  is,  at  most, 
only  a  proposal  for  a  special  contract,  which  requires  the  as* 
sent  of  the  shipper  to  its  terms.  According  to  the  evidence, 
the  plaintifis  had  in  their  possession  a  blank  receipt  for  the 
transportation  of  merchandise,  which  contained  the  name  of 
the  American  Merchants'  Union  Express  Company  as  for- 
warders, the  name  of  plaintifis^  firm  in  large  Roman  capitals, 
as  ship  ers,  and  a  series  of  conditions  and  clauses  regulating 
the  manner  of  transportation,  and  the  liability  of  the  express 
company  in  certain  cases  and  contingencies.  This  blank  re- 
ceipt was  filled  up  by  the  plaintiffs  at  their  own  ofiice,  and 
the  receipt,  as  thus  prepared,  was  thereafter,  namely,  at  the 
time  of  the  delivery  of  the  merchandise  for  transportation, 
presented  by  plaintifis  to  the  express  company  for  signature. 
It,  therefore,  constituted  a  proposal^  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tifis for  a  special  contract,  which  was  wholly  of  their  own 
creation,  and  in  the  making  of  which  they  had  not  been  in- 
fluenced by  any  act  on  the  part  of  the  company. 

Now,  as  every  persot^is  presumed  to  intend  that  which  is 
the  ordinary  and  natural  consequences  of  his  own  purposed 
act,  it  follows  that  when  the  express  company  assented  to 
such  proposal  by  signing  the  same  and  re-delivering  it  to 
the  plaintifis,  the  proposal  ripened  into  a  special  contract, 
and  as  such  it  became  binding  upon  both  parties.  In  regard 
to  the  provisions  of  that  contract  plaintifis  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  plead  ignorance.  Upon  this  point  the  case  at  bar 
is  analogous  to  Breese  agt.  U.S.  Telegraph  Company  (45 
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BarK,  274,  affirmed  in  48  N.  Y.\  132) ;  and  Westcoit  agt 
Fargo,  decided  by  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  fourth  department  at  the  June  term  of  1872. 

The  liability  of  the  company  is  to  be  measured,  therefore, 
by  the  terms  of  the  special  contract,  and  by  that  it  is  pro- 
vided that  the  company  is  not  to  be  held  liable  for  any  loss 
of  damage  by  fire. 

Now,  although  that  provision  does  not  include  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  or  negligence 
of  the  company,  or  its  agents,  or  servants,  in  respect  to 
which  the  common  law  liability  of  the  company  remained 
unaltered  (Simmons  agt.  LaWy  3  KeyeSj  217 ;  Maguin  agt. 
Dinsmorey  President^  (6c.j  decided  by  the  general  term  of 
the  court  on  the  1st  of  January,  1873),  yet,  plaintiffs  having 
admitted  on  the  trial  not  only  that  th  >  merchandise  was 
burned  while  in  transitu^  but  also  that  this  occurred  with- 
out fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  nothing 
remained,  upon  which,  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  for  the  loss,  which  had 
thus  occurred,  could  be  predicated  {Lamb  ei  ah  agt.  Cam- 
den (&  Amhoy  R.  R.  <&  T.  C,  46  N.  T.,  271). 

The  clause  that  the  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  any 
loss  or  damage  of  any  box,  package,  or  thing,  for  over  fifty 
dollars,  unless  the  just  and  true  value  thereof  is  stated  in 
the  receipt,  cannot,  by  any  just  construction  of  the  whole 
instrument,  be  made  to  work  by  the  mere  neglect  of  the 
shipper  to  declare  the  value  a  limited  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  company  when  no  liability  outside  of  it  exists.  Until  a 
liability  is  actually  incurred  the  limitation  clause  remains  a 
mere  dormant  stipulation. 

When,  therefore,  it  appeared  from  the  uncontroveried  and 
admitted  facts  of  the  case  that  the  company  was,  in  respect 
to  the  transportation  of  the  merchandise  in  question,  only 
an  ordinary  bailee  or  private  carrier  for  hire  according  to  the 
t^rms  of  the  special  contract ,  that  by  the  latter  the  com- 
pany was  wholly  exempted  from  liability  for  loss  or  damage 
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by  fire ;  that  the  merchandise  was  destroyed  by  fire,  wliile  in 
transitu ;  and  tha^  such  fire  occurred  without  fault  or  neglect 
on  the  part  of  the  company,  or  any  of  its  agents  or  servants, 
the  verdict,  instead  of  being  directed  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, should  have  been  directed  for  the  defendants. 

Defendants'  exceptions  must  be  sustained,  the  verdict  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  appellant,  to 
abide  the  event 

Babboub,  Cb.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS- 
Edwin  R.  Lake  agt  Arnold  &  Mobse. 

Jfoch  furety  on  a  bond  given  by  a  non-iesident  plaintiff  on  commencement  of  an 
action  most  just\fyt  if  excepted  to.  The  jastification  of  one  eoretj  only  is  in 
Bofflcient. 

Special  Term  at  Chamber Sj  September^  J  872. 

Pefore  Daly,  Ch.  J, 

The  action  was  commenced  on  a  bond  given  under  ^tbe 
statute  for  a  non-resident  as  security  for  costs  in  the  case  of 
Sheldon  agt.  Ldlcej  in  pursuance  of  an  order  made  on 
motion. 

The  defendants,  as  sureties,  signed  the  bond  ;  one  justified 
by  affidavit  on  being  excepted  to,  and  the  other  declined  to 
justify.  The  bond  was  duly  filed,  but  was  not  approved 
of. 

As  one  of  the  defendants  did  not  justify,  an  order  was 
entered  dismissing  the  action,  '^  the  plaintiff^  a  non-resident, 
not  having  filed  security  for  costs." 

The  defendant  in  that  action  now  commences  this  action 
against  the  sureties,  and  the  answer  sets  up  the  failure  to 
file  security  for  costs  by  the  non-justification  of  one  of  the 
sureties  on  the  bond,  and  the  dismissal  of  the  action  for  want 
of  security  as  a  defense. 

The  plaintifi*  now  moves  to  strike  out  the  defendants'  an- 
swer as  frivolous,  and  for  judgment 

M.  M.  Budlong  for  the  motion. 
T.  C.  Cronin  opposed^ 
cited  Ward  agt  Symes  and  otJiers,  4  Corns. j  171. 
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Chas.  p.  Dalt^  Ch.  J.y  denied  the  motion,  holding  that 
the  answer  put  in  issue  a  material  allegation  as  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  bond,  and  that  within  the  above  authority 
each  surety  must  justify,  and  the  bond  be  approved  of;  and 
the  allegation  in  the  answer,  if  true,  constituted  a  defense ; 
and  that  the  practice  reijuired  that  the  question  of  law  be 
raised  by  demurrer,  if  the  plaintiffs  wished  to  proceed  in  the 
action. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Matthew  D.  Makn^  et  al.  agt,.  The  City  of  Utica  &  another. 

It  has  been  settled  by  authority  that  an  action  in  equity  may  be  maintained  to  pre- 
vent H  cloud  to  be  oast  upon  real  estatOi  as  well  as  to  remove  a  oload  alread/ 
created. 

Consequently  an  action  to  restrain  a  city  from  proceeding  to  sell  real  estate  under  a 
prior  Hsaessment,  which  is  claimed  to  be  irregular  auder  the  city  charter,  it  |imp^ 
eriy  brought  by  the  owner  of  the  property. 

And  where,  pending  the  litigation  in  such  aetioB,  it  is  apparent  that  such  irregnlari* 
ties  exist,  and  the  defendants  (the  city)  apply  to  and  procure  an  act  to  be  passed 
by  the  legislature,  by  which  the  assessment  Is  hereby  confirmed  and  declared  to 
be  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  no  informality  or  error  had  occurred  in  the 
making  of  said  assessment,  and  the  amount  assessed  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty asssessed : 

Meldf  that  the  clear  purport  and  intent  ff  the  act  was  to  validate  and  make  good 
the  assessment,  and  chan^  the  assessment  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs  as  well 
as  the  other  owners  of  property  benefited. 

The  act  referred  to  is  entitled  as  follows  :  "  An  act  to  confirm  an  assessment  for 
the  expense  of  paving  Broad  street,  in  the  city  of  Utica,**  passed  May  16,  1872. 
This  act  is  not  uneonstitutumaland  void.  Becanse,  1st.  It  is,  as  alleged, contrary 
to  section  1  of  art.  1  of  the  constitution.  2d.  Because,,  as  alleged,  it  is  cvuirary 
to  section  6  of  art.  1. 

Neither  is  the  act  void,  because,  as  alleged,  it  is  a  private  and  not  a  public  act,  and 
embraced  more  than  one  subject  *  * 

Nor  is  the  act  invalid,  because,  as  alleged,  it  is  retroactive,  or  an  er  poH  Jada 
law. 

The  plaintiffs  having  established,  by  the  admissions  of  the  pleadings  and  proofa, 
that  when  the  action  was  commenced  they  were  entitled  to  some  relief  from  tlie 
court,  the  complaint  ordered  dismissed  with  taxable  eosu  of  the  plaintiffs,  recov- 
able  of  the  defendants. 

Oneida  Special  Term,  October  1872. 

This  action  is  brought  by  two  plaintiffs,  owners,  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  of  two  lots  on  the  north  side  of  Broad 
street,  in  the  city  of  Utica,  against  the  city  and  its  treasurer, 
to  declare  void  ail  assessments  made  by  the  city  on  said  lots 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  paving  said  street  and  expenses 
connected  therewith,  and  to  restrain  the  defendants   from 
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enforcing  the  assessment  by  leasing  the  premises  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  city  charter. 

The  answer  contains  denials  of  some  of  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  with  other  defenses. 

This  action  was  commenced  dOth  January,  1872,  and  a 
demurrer  was  interposed  to  the  complaint,  and  in  April, 
1872,  at  a  special  term,  held  by  Justice  Morgan,  the  de- 
murrer was  overruled.  ' 

The  legislature,  by  an  act  passed  May  16th,  1872,  con- 
firmed the  assessment,  and  declared  ^^  the  amount  assessed'' 
shall  be  a  lien  on  the  property  assessed. 

C.  D.  Adams  and  Joseph  R.  Swan,  Jr.,  for  plaintiffs. 
S.  M.  LiNDSLEY  and  Charles  Mason,  for  defendants. 

Hardin,  J, — ^In  the  assessment  proceedings  taken  by  the 
common  council  of  the  city,  the  lands  belonging  to  the 
plaintifls  are  described,  and  the  assessment  is  made  as  though 
A.  C.  Miller  was  the  owner  or  occupant  of  the  property. 
His  name  appears  upon  the  assessment,  signed  by  the  mayor, 
Oct.  7th,  1871,  preceding  the  description  of  the  property 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  was  carried  in  the  same  manner  into 
the  collector's  warrant  i.  sued  to  collect  the  assessment.  He 
was  neither  owner  or  occupant,  and  refused  to  pay  the 
assessment. 

The  defendants  then  commenC'Cd  proceedings  to  sell  the 
property  described  in  the  complaint,  and  were  about  to  make 
such  sale  when  they  were  restrained  by  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion issued  in  this  action.  The  assessment  not  having  been 
made  to  the  "owner  dr  occupants''  of  the  lots  was  void, 
and  hence  d  idnot  bind  Miller  or  these  plaintiffs,  and  could  not 
be  enforced  out  of  their  property  legally  (8  Barh.y  493  ;  23 
iV:  r.,  281 ;  18  Barh.^  393 ;  43  N.  F.,  107,  118). 

It  is  claimed  by  tMk  plaintiffs  that  the  assessment  is  in- 
valid, because  there  was  no  "  plans  and  specifications''  filed 
with  the  clnrk  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  resolution  of  the 
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4th  of  February,  1870,  according  to  the  requirementa  of  ^99 
of  the  charter. 

\  The  first  publication  was  the  9th  ot  February,  1870,  of 
notice  that  applications  were  pending,  and  that  final  action 
would  be  had  by  the  common  council  on  the  evening  of  the 
I8th  February.  1870. 

Then  no  plans  and  specifications  had  been  filed  with 
the  clerk,  and  the .  surveyor's  plan  of  the  work  was  actu- 
ally filed  14th  February. 

It  is,  therefore,  insisted,  that  the  final  action  on  the  18th 
February,  1870,  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  charter. 

The  first  part  of  ^99  confers  upon  the  common  council 
generally  power  to  cause  any  street  to  be  graded,  leveled, 
paved,  or  repaved,  as  it  shall  deem  necessary.  Following 
are  the  words  in  reference  to  causing  a  ^*  plan  and  accu- 
rate specifications  to  be  prepared  and  filed  with  the  derk.^ 
There  are  no  words  of  express  prohibition  against  taking 
the  subsequent  steps  prior  to  the  filing  of  such  plan  and 
specifications. 

But  the  language  used  seems  to  be  mandatory,  in  so  far 
as  it  requires  'Hhe  plan  and  accurate  specifications"  prior 
to  the  passage  of  any  ordinance  for  such  work  (46  N,  F*, 
42;  47  N.  F„  660 ;  See  alsOy  sec.  105  of  charter). 

Every  provision  of  a  stntute  designed  for  the  protection 
or  security  of  persons  whose  property  is  sought  to  be  taken, 
must  be  substantially  complied  with  before  the  proceed- 
ings will  be  upheld  (43  N.  F.,  107). 

The  plaintifb  allege  other  irregularities  and  informalities 
in  respect  to  the  assessment  in  question,  but  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  consider  them  in  detail ;  they  are  enumerated  in 
the  pleadings. 

The  defendants'  learned  counsel  has  submitted  an  elabo- 
rate argumen:  against  the  right  of  the^laintifis  to  maintain 
an  action  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  already  had 
and  to  prevent  those  which  were  being  and  about  to  be 
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taken  by  the  defendants  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action. 

It  has  been  settled  by  authority  that  an  action  in  equity 
may  be  maintained  to  prevent  a  cloud  to  be  cast  upon  real 
estate,  as  well  as  to  remove  a  cloud  already  created  (5  Paige^ 
493  ;  6  Paige^  292). 

By  section  49  of  the  charter  it  is  provided :  "  The  tax 
lists  filed  with  the  clerk  or  delivered  to  tiie  treasurer,  shall^ 
in  all  courts  and  places,  be  evidence  of  the  imposition  of  the 
taxes  therein  contained,  and  the  taxes  therein  assessed  upon, 
or  in  respect  to  any  teal  estate  shall  be  liens  tiiereon  for  two 
years  from  the  time  the  tax  lists  are  filed  with  the  clerk.'' 

The  assessment  complained  of  by  the  plaintiffs  may  be 
said  to  be  ^*  in  respect  to"  their  real  estate,  and  to  be  de- 
clared to  be  *'  a  lien  thereon  for  two  years." 

By  section  54  of  the  charter  it  is  provided  that  if  the 
taxes  remain  unpaid,  the  treasurer  shall  publish  a  notice  of 
sale  for  eight  weeks,  that  the  lands  assessed,  ^'  or  in  respect 
to  which  they  are  imposed,  will  be  sold  to  the  person  who 
shall  take  the  same  for  the  shortest  period.'' 

Proceedings  under  this  section  had  been  taken  when  this 
action  was  commenced,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  the  plain- 
tifTs  lands. 

Section  55  of  the  charter  provides  that:  "Upon  making 
any  sale  of  real  estate  under  the  provisions  of  the  last  pre- 
ceding section,  the  treasurer  shall  execute  two  certificates  of 
the  fact  *  ♦ "  containmg  a  description  of  the  property 
sold  *  ♦  stating  the  particular  tax  or  assessment  *  * 
for  which  the  sale  was  made,  and  providing  that  if  the  same 
shall  not  be  redeemed  within  fifteen  months,  the  purchaser 
will  be  "  entitled  to  a  deed  thereof."  One  of  the  certificates 
shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk,  and  one  delivered  to  the  pur- 
chaser. 

"  Such  certificate  shall  be  presumptive  evidence  of  the 
facts  therein  contained."  Then  follows  section  68^  which 
provides  that  if  the  lands  so .  sold  shall  not  be  redeemed. 
Vol-  XUY.  23 
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^^  the  treasurer  shall  execute  to  the  purchaser  or  purchasers 
•  *  a  deed  or  deeds  thereof,  or  of  the  parts  unredeemed 
for  the  period  for  which  it  shall  have  been  purchased,  ^^  con- 
taining a  description  of  the  premises,  of  the  fact  of  the  as- 
sessment, advertisement  and  sale,  the  date  of  the  sale,  the 
price  for  which  the  premises  were  sold,  and  the  time  of  the 
service  of  notice  to  redeem,  which  deed  or  deeds  may  be  re- 
corded as  a  lease  of  real  estiite,  and  shall  be  presumptive 
eviden<;e  in  all  courts  and  places  that  such  tax  and  assess- 
ment was  legally  imposed,  and  that  the  proceeoings  to 
authorize  such  sale  was  duly  taken,  and-  in  all  respects  cor- 
rect f  and  such  grantee  may  obtain  possession  thereof  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law  in  relation  to  persons  holding 
over  demised  premises  *  *  and  shall  have,  hold  and  en- 
joy the  said  premises  so  sold  during  the  term  for  which  the 
same  were  granted  *  *  free  and  clear  from  all  liens, 
claims  and  demands  of  any  other  owner  or  occupant  of  the 
same.^ 

It  appears  quite  conclusively  by  the  provisions  quoted, 
that  the  declaration  and  deed  are  made  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  and  that  ^*such 
tax  was  legally  imposed,''  and  the  proceedings  ^^  duly  taken, 
and  in  all  respects  correct ;  and  that  to  avail  of  some  of  the 
objections  existing  as  to  said  assessment,  proof  of  facts  ex- 
trinsic and  aliunde  of  the  proceedings  is  necessary,  and 
therefore  the  plaintiffs,  according  to  the  authorities  applic- 
able to  this  case,  were  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  in 
equity,  to  remove  and  prevent  a  cloud  upon  their  premises, 
and  10  restrain  the  threatened  sale  thereof  {Mayor  £c.  agt 
MeseroUy  26  Wend.,  132 ;  Van  Doren  et  ah  agt.  the  Mayor 
of  New  Yorhj  9  Paige^  358 ;  Matthews  agt  the  Mayor  of 
New  YorTcj  14  Ahh.y  209 ;  Lewis  agt.  the  City  of  Buffalo^ 
29  How.^  335 ;  Scott  agt.  Onderdonkj  14  N.  F.,  9;  Heywood 
agt.  the  City  of  Bu/ahj  14  N.  F.,  534 ;  Hatch  agt.  the  City 
of  BuffalOj  38  N.  F,  276 ;  AUen  agt.  the  City  of  Buffalo^ 
39  N.  F,  386 ;    Croolc  agt.  Andrews^  40  N.  F,  547  ;    Jfcw- 
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ierson  agt  Hoytj  55  Barb.^  520 ;    Tilden  agt.  the  Mayor  of 
New  Yorky  56  Barb.y  360). 

But  since  this  action  was  commenced  thei^  has  been  a 
legislative  enactment  in  respect  to  the  assessment  authorized 
by  the  common  council,  which  must  be  considered  in  deter-  . 
mining  whether  the  plaintifTs  are  entitled  to  any  relief,  and  if 
any,  to  what  extent  that  relief  shall  be  given. 

It  is  a  familiar  rule  in  equity  cases  which  permits  courts 
to  take  into  consideration  subsequent  events,  happening  af- 
ter the  commencement  of  the  action  in  equity,  and  deter- 
mining what  relief  shall  be  granted,  especially  where  part 
of  the  relief  asked  for  is  an  injunction  from  the  court  to  re- 
strain parties  {Lyon  agt.  Brooks^  2  Edws.  Ch.j  110;  Willia  * 
agt  Chippj  9  How^y  568;  Carpenter  agt  Belly  19  Ahb.^ 
263;  Beehe  agt.  Dowdy  22  Barb.y  259 'y  1  Barb.  Ch.y 
140). 

The  act  referred  to  is  found  in  the  2d  vol.  of  session  laws 
of  1872,  page  1,786,  chapter  741,  and  is  entitled  as  follows: 
^^An  act  to  confirm  an  assessment  for  the  expense  of  paving 
Broad  street  in  the  city  of  Utica.^  This  act  was  passed 
May  16,  1872,  and  is  as  follows: 

^'  Sec  1.  The  assessment  for  the  expense  of  paving  a  por- 
tion of  Broad  street  in  the  city  of  Utica,  made  and  confirmed 
by  the  common  council  of  said  city,  September  twenty- 
second,  1871,  is  hereby  confirmed  and  declared  to  be  of  the 
same  force  and  eflect  as  if  no  informality  or  error  had  oc- 
curred in  the  making  of  said  assessipent,  and  the  amount 
assessed  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  property  assessed.'' 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  the  common  council,  in 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  possessed  the  power, 
if  exercised  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  char- 
ter, to  make  an  assessment  for  the  expenses  of  grading  the 
street ;  that  power  was  improperly  exercised  in  respect  to 
the  plaintiff's  property. 

The  work  had  beeir  performed,  the  expenses  had  been  in- 
curred, and  the  city  was  liable  to  pay  for  the  same.    The 
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plaintiffs,  in  justice,  should  bear  their  proper  share  of  the 
expenses,  and  the  defendants  were  attempting  to  enforce  the 
collection  of  some  $293.)0  from  the  plaintiffs  or  their  prop- 
erty. 

Informalities  and  defects,  and  insufficiencies  existed  in 
those  proceedings,  and  an  application  was  made  to  the  leg- 
islature, and  the  act  in  question  was  passed. 

That  assessment  was  '^  confirmed  and  declared  to  be  of  the 
same  effect  as  if  no  informality  or  error  had  occurred.'* 

The  clear  purpose  and  intent  of  the  act  was  to  validate 
and  make  good  the  assessment  in  question,  and  to  charge 
tlie  assessment  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  as 
the  other  owners  of  property  benefitted  by  the  improve- 
ments, and  named  in  the  assessment  made  by  the  cojumon 
council. 

The  act  declares  the  '^amount  assessed  shall  be  a  lien  on 
the  property  assessed." 

The  items  tor  a  well,  and  for  "  superintending  the  work, 
&c.,''  included  in  said  '*^  amount"  so  assessed,  do  not  rend^ 
inoperative  or  invalid  the  act,  nor  can  they  be  held  to  vitiate 
the  assessment.  This  is  true  even  if  it  be  assumed  that  the 
charter  expressly  forbid  the  payment  for  such  additional  or 
extra  items  of  expenditure  (19  N.  F.,  116;  Brewster  agt. 
City  of  Syracuse,  36  N.  F.,  467). 

The  learned  Counsel  for  the  plaintifis  insists  that  the  act 
of  the  legislature  is  unconstitutional  and  Void :  1st.  Because 
it  is  contrary  to  secticjn  1  of  article  1  of  constitution.  2d.  Be- 
cause contrary  to  section  6  of  artide  1 

The  law  must  be  held  valid,  notwitnstanding  the  objec- 
tions stated,  and  the  ingenious  argument  submitted  in  sup- 
port thereof.  The  legislature  have  exercised  the  taxing 
power,  and  apportioned  the  tax ;  the  act  was  passed  in  the 
exercise  of  the  taxing  power  possessed  by  the  legislature, 
and  private  property  is  tot  taken  in  virtue  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain. 

The  authorities  leave  no  room  for  doubt  or  discussion  by 
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this  court  upon  the  objections  above  stated  {Providence 
Bank  agt.  BiUingSy  4  Peters^  514;  Thomcts  agt.  Lelandy  24 
Wend.y  65;  Griffen  agt.  the  Mayor  of  B.^  4  Corns. j  419; 
Town  of  Guilford  agt.  iSup5.  CJienangOy  3  JTcm.,  143; 
£reii;5^  agt.  City  of  Syrctcuse,  19  ?7^  F.,  116;  24  JBarft., 
232;  31  ^.  Y.y  574;  CroweU  agt.  Lawrence^  41  -^.  F., 
123 ;  jffotreB  agt  (7%  o/  Buffalo^  37  JV.  F.,  267 ;  People 
agt.  0.<r6om6,  57  Barb.,  663 ;  Gordon  agt.  Comes,  47  -^.  F., 
608. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  act  in  question  is  void  because  it  is 
a  private  and  not  public  act^  and  that  it  embraces  more  than 
one  subject. 

The  substance  of  the  act  is  to  confirm  the  assessment,  and 
to  declare  the  amount  thereof  a  lien  upon  the  lands  or 
"property  assessed." 

There  is  but  one  subject  matter  embraced  in  the  act,  that 
being  the  ^  assessment,''  and  declaring  the  efiect  thereof. 
The  title  sufficiently  indicates  the  subject  matter ;  the  object 
of  the  enactment.  The  legislature  has  some  discretion  in 
respect  to  the  degree  of  particularity  as  to  the  expression  of 
the  objects  of  the  enactment  in  its  title  (Ins.  Co.  agt.  New 
YorJc,  4  Seld.,  241 ;  Brewster  agt.  City  of  Syracuse,  19  N. 
F.,  il7). 

In  the  ca'^e  last  cited  the  title  was  less  particular  than  the 
one  before  the  court,  and  the  act  embraced  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  a  tax,  and  was  upheld  {The  People  agt. 
Hviesy  35  N.  F,  253). 

The  declaration  of  the  law  in  the  case  is  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  furthering  the  collection  of  the  assessment  ((?or- 
don  agt.  Comes y  17  N.  F,  615). 

It  was  urged  that  the  act  should  be  held  invalid,  because 
it  is  retroactive.  , 

The  legislature  declared,  under  the  taxation  power,  that 
a  certain  assessment  "  is  hereby  confirmed  •  •  •  and  shall 
be  a  lien  upon  the  property  assessed."    ^ 

Full  efiect  may  be  given  to  it  by  holding  tiiat  from  the 


843  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Madu  agu  The  City  ot  Utica. 

^»— ^^■— ^—  1^— ■—  II 

time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  the  assessment  existed  and 
was  valid;  and  thenceforth  became^  and  was^  ^^  and  shall  be 
a  lien  upon  the  propeli;y  assessed." 

But  the  act  does  not  interfere  with  any  obligations  resting 
in  contract,  nor  does  it  in  terms  take  away  any  vested  rights 
or  contain  any  ex  post  facto  provisions. 

It  apportions  upon  the  plaintiffs  their  share  of  the  expen- 
ses incurred  in  paving  the  street  in  the  act  named;  and  pre- 
sumptively;  a  sum  is  charged  upon  their  property  equal  to 
the  benefit  derived  by  them  from  the  public  improvement 
made  necessarily  afiecting  their  property. 

The  plaintifl^;  certainly,  had  no  vested  rights  which  gave 
them  in  justice  or  in  law  any  good  ground  to  maintain  their 
enjoyment  of  the  benefits  conferred  without  contributing 
their  just  share  to  the  expenses  ot  causing  the  improvisment. 

There  was  only  wanting  a  remedy  to  enforce  payment  by 
the  plaintiffs  of  their  just  proportion  of  the  expenses  of  the 
improvement  of  Broad  street. 

It  was  said  in  The  City  of  Syracuse  agt.  Davis  (16  Barh.j 
188);  by  the  general  term  m  this  district,  ^^  That  statutes 
were  valid  which  gave  remedies  when  none  existed  before 
through  defects  that  would  have  been  fatal  had  the  legisla- 
ture not  interfered  and  given  a  remedy  by  curing  interfering 
irregularities.'' 

In  Locke  agt.  New  Orleans  (4  Wallace^  1 72);  it  was  held, 
'^  A  statute  which  simply  authorizes  the  imposition  of  »  tax, 
according  to  a  previous  assessment;  is  not  retrospective." 

The  same  case  approves  of  Colder  agt.  Buell  (8  Dallas^ 
390);  when  a  very  elaborate  opinion  was  delivered  upon  re- 
spective and  ex  post  facto  laws. 

'  In  Witherspom  agt.  Duncan  (4  Wallace^  N.  8.  ^.,  210), 
it  was  held  that  ^^  a  state  can  declare  that  a  tract  of  land 
shall  be  chargeable  with  taxes  no  matter  who  is  the  owner, 
or  in  whose  name  it  is  assessed.'' 

In  discussing  and  declaring  the  unrestricted,  and  it  may 
be  said  almost  absolute,  taxing  power  of  the  legislature  in  the 
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case  in  31  N.  F.,  684,  Denio,  J.y  says :  "  It  is  manifestly 
proper  that  the  tax-payers  should  have  notice  of  the  imposi- 
tion proposed  to  be  laid  upon  them.  •  •  But  it  is  for 
the  legislature  to  determine  and  prescribe  in  every  case  what 
shall  be  sufficient,  there  is  not,  that  I  am  aware  of,  any  con- 
stitutional provision  bearing  on  the  subject.  •  •  •  The 
power  of  the  legislature  to  regulate  and  change  the  forms  of 
proceeding  in  all  cases  when  no  vested  rights  have  been  ac- 
quired under  existing  law,  cannot  be  questioned.''  {Stocking 
agt  Headi  3  DeniOy  27  i ;  Goold  agt  Morse^  1  Kem.y  2S1 ; 
8  Mas8.y  468). 

POBTEB,  J.J  in  People  agt  MitcheUj  (35  N.  F.,  552),  says : 
''  Precise  purpose  and  effect  of  the  confirmatory  legislation, 
of  which  the  defendants  complain,  was  to  cure  all  such  de- 
tects, as  those  on  which  they  rely,  to  justify  them  in  disobey- 
ing the  statute.  It  was  within  the  scope  of  legislative 
authority  to  modify  the  limitations  and  restrictions  in  the 
antecedent  act  on  this  subject  *  *  to  dispense  with 
prior  conditions.'' 

The  act  now  under  consideration  cannot  be  declared  in- 
valid, for  the  reason  that  it  contains  provisions  supposed  to 
be  retroactive. 

It  was  passed  before  an  issue  of  fact  was  joined  in  this 
case,  and  is  alleged  by  the  defendants,  in  their  answer,  as  am- 
ple authority  for  sustaining  the  assessment  upon  the  plain- 
tiffs' property  for  $2,300  for  their  share  of  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  city  in  the  improvement  of  Broad  street 

The  conclusions  cannot  be  reached  that  the  legislation 
has  transcended  its  constitutional  power,  and,  therefore,  force 
and  effect  must  be  given  to  the  enactment 

The  decree  in  this  case  will,  therefore,  contain  a  pro- 
visioti  declanng  the  assessment  valid  and  a  lien  upon  the 
property  so  assessed. 

^But  as  the  plaintifis  have  established  by  the  admissions 
of  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  that  when  this  action  was 
commenced  they  were  entitled  to  some  relief  from  this  court, 
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the  complaint  will  be  dismissed  with  taxable  costs  of  the 
plaintifTs  recoverable  of  the  defendants. 

By  section  306  of  the  Code,  the  costs  arel  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  and  the  discretion  is  exercised  as  above 
stated. 

The  judgment  will  also  contain  a  provision  dissolving 
the  preliminary  injunction  and  a  declaration  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  not  entitled  to  the  permanent  injunction  prayed  for 
in  their  complaint,  and  that  the  tax  stated  in  the  complaint 
has  been  apportioned  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintifis,  and 
shall  be  a  lien  upon  the  property  assessed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Maby  0.  CiUDLEBy  appellant;  agt  James  B.  Cubry  et  al. 

Where  an  adwwUsiratot't  hond  is  assigned  by  the  sairogate  for  the  purpose  of  being 
prosecuted  ander  the  act  of  1837,  the  action  may  be  bronght  in  the  name  of  the 
oitufn^  as  Uie  real  party  in  interest,  under  $  111  of  the  Code.  If  sued  in  the  name 
of  the  people,  as  the  nominal  obligees,  the  Code,  under  $  US,  allows  the  action 
to  be  brought  in  that  form. 

Before  the  Code,  joint  and  sereral  obligors  must  have  been  sued  either  all 
Jointly,  or  each  one  severally.  But  under  §  120  of  the  Code,  all  or  any  of  the 
obligors  be  included  in  the  same  action. 

Jherefore,  where  the  plaintiff  sued  only  two  of  the  four  sureties  to  the  admin- 
istrators' bond,  held  that  the  action  was  authorised  by  $  120  of  the  Code. 

Fourth  Departmenty  January  Termj  1873. 
B^ore  MuLLiN,  P.  J.j  and  TalcotT,  J. 
E.  D.  Smtth^  J.^  halving  made  the  order  appealed  firom^  did 
not  sit. 

* 

Appeal  from  an  order  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff. 

Hakes  &  Stevens  for  appellant 

I.  Whatever  the  rule  may  have  been  before  the  Code,  the 
rule  now  is  that  '^  Persons  severally  liable  upon  the  same 
obligation  or  instrument^  including  the  parties  to  bills  of  ex- 
change and  promissory  notes^  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  in- 
cluded in  the  same  action,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff" 
{Codey  ^  120). 

In  Brainard  agt  Jones  and  Provost  (11  How.y  669),  Mr. 
Justice  Green,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
B[eneral  term,  says :    ^'  The  language  of  the  section  must  be 
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received  in  its  ordinary  sense,  in  which  the  legislature  is 
presumed  to  have  used  it;  and  v^hen  it  is  plain  and  un- 
equivocal, there  is  no  room  for  construction  "  {p.  571). 

In  De  Rider  agt.  Schermerhorn  (10  Barb.,  638),  Judge 
WiLLARD,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  a  gen- 
eral term,  says:  "At  common  law,  when  thOyContract  was 
joint  and  several,  the  plaintiff  must  sue  each  separately,  or 
all  together/'  •  •  "  The  principle,  which  has  been  good 
law  from  the  time  of  the  year  books  was  changed  by  the 
120th  section  of  the  Code.  The  plaintiff  is  now  allowed, 
at  his  option,  to  sue  any  one  or  more  in  the  same  action'' 
{pp.  640,  641). 

Brainard  agt.  Jones  was  approved  in  Strong  agt.  WheaUm 
(38  JBari.,  623) ;  also  in  Eaton  agt.  Balcom  (33  How.y  81) ; 
also  in  Cassman  agt.  Plass  (23  N,  IT.,  286). 

II.    The   action  was  properly  brought  by  the   plaintiffl 

It  is  therefore  claimed  that  the  order  appealed  from  should 
be  reversed,  with  costs,  to  the  appellant. 

William  Bumset  for  respondent. 

I.  The  people  should  be  joined,  as  a  party  plaintiff,  to 
the  action  {Peopk  agt.  Townsend,  37  Barb.y  620,  629 ;  Peo- 
ple agt.  Norton,  6  Seld.,  176,  179). 

The  case  of  Baggott  agt.  Boulger  (2  Dwer,  160),  docs  not 
hold  that  such  an  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
beneficiary.  It  simply  holds  that  the  objection  that  the  peo- 
ple should  be  a  party,  is  waived  if  not  taken  by  demurrer ; 
all  else  on  that  subject  is  dictum. 

And  if  that  case  does  decide  that  the  action  need  not  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  people,  it  must  be  deemed  over- 
ruled by  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  Norton  {supra);  O* Con- 
nor agt.  Such,  (9  Bosw.j  318,  321). 

Section  66  of  the  st^atute  of  1837  provides  that  the  sur- 
rogate shall  assign  the  bop4  for  the  purpose  of  being  prosc^ 
cuted  (4  JV:  r.,  498). 
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The  assignment  contemplated  by  the  statute  does  not 
change  the  ownership  of  the  bond.  It  is  simply  only  the 
grant  of  permission  to  prosecute  it  {Baggott  agt.  Boulger^  2 
Duer,  1 60  ;  Annett  agt.  JTerr,  2  BobL,  556,  566). 

The  people  of  the  state  are  still  the  owners  of  the  bond, 
and  are  to  be  plaintiffs  as  trustees  of  an  express  trust  under 
section  113  of  the  Code  {People  agt.  Norton,  supra). 

The  case  of  Thayer  agt.  ClarJt  (48  Barb.,  243),  cited  by 
Judge  SmitH;  does  not  touch  this  point.  The  report  does 
not  show  that  the  question  was  raised  on  the  argument^  nor 
is  it  mentioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  case  can- 
not be  considered  as  binding  authority  upon  it.  It  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  People  agt.  Cruild,  (4  Denio,  551);  People 
agt.  Totonsendy  (37  Barb.,  520)  5  People  agt.  Norton,  (5  Seld.^ 
176) ;  Annett  agt.  Kerr,  (2  Eobt,  556)  ^  Mayor ^  dic.j  agt  Bret^ 
(2  Hat.,  560). 

n.  The  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  these  plaintiffs. 

in.  The  objection  that  the  administrators,  Kingsley  and 
Healy,  should  be  parties  defendant,  is  well  taken. 

1.  The  objection  is  properly  taken  by  demurrer  {Zabris^ 
hie  agt  Smith,  13  N.  Y.,  322  ;  Eaton  agt  Balcom,  33  How.y 
80). 

2.  This  proceeding  is  under  laws  of  1837,  chap.  460,  ^^§63, 
64,  65,  The  statute  does  not  direct  that  the  sureties  shall 
be  sued,  but  that  the  bond  shall  be  prosecuted,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  it  authorizing  a  departure  from  ordinary  practice 
in  suits  on  any  other  obligations. 

In  suits  on  joint  and  several  obligations  ^'  an  ancient  and 
familiar  rule  of  law  forbids  it  to  be  treated  as  several  as  to 
some  of  the  obligors,  and  joint  as  to  the  rest.  The  obligee 
has  the  right  of  choice  between  the  two  methods  of  proceed- 
ing, but  he  must  resort  to  one  or  the  other  exclusively,  and 
cannot  combine  both — that  is,  he  must  proceed  either  sev- 
erally against  each  or  jointly  against  all "  (1  Pars,  on  Conts.f 
5th  ed.,  12). 
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Section  120  of  the  Code  provides  that,  "  persons  sever- 
ally liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or  instrument,  including 
the  parties  to  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  may, 
all  or  any  of  them,  be  included  in  the  same  action,  at  the 
option  of  the  plaintiff."  But  this  section  does  not  apply  in 
this  case,  because, 

1.  it  is  confined,  by  its  terms,  to  the  case  of  persons  sever- 
ally liable,  and  does  not  extend  to  a  case  where  persons  are 
"jointly  and  severally"  liable. 

The  section  was  drawn  by  the  commissioners  i^o  as  to  be 
"  conformable  to  the  present  statute  authorizing  suits  against 
difierent  parties  to  bills  -of  exchange  and  protflissory  notes," 
(Laws  of  lS32j  chap.  276).  The  Code,  no  doubt,  extends 
the  provision  to  the  case  of  parties  liable  on  a  several  bond, 
but  it  does  not  change  the  rule  that  parties  jointly  and  sev- 
erally liable  must  still  be  sued  as  at  common  law  (Morehouse 
agt.  BaUoUy  16  Barb.y  289,  292,  293;  Spear  agt.  Myers^  6 
Barb.y  446*;  Miller  agt  McCagg^  4  HiU,  36). 

These  cases  all  hold  that  the  laws  of  1832,  and  later  years, 
made  no  change  in  the  practice  as  to  the  mode  of  suing  joint 
and  several  parties  liable  upon  the  same  instrument,  andfthe 
case  of  Bank  of  Genessee  agt  Field  (19  Wend,y  643),  is 
overruled  so  far  as  it  holds  a  contrary  doctrine  by  Miller  agt. 
McCaggj  (supra) ;  Hay,  agt.  Phelps^  (1  Sandfy  66  )f  See 
Carman  agt.  Plass^  (23  N.  F.,  286).  And  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  section  of  the  Code  should  be  construed  differently 
from  the  same  words  in  the  statute. 

2.  The  plaintiffi  have  no  authority  to  maintain  these  ac- 
tions, except  the  authority  the  statute  gives  them  (Annett 
agt.  Kerr^  (2  Bobts,j  556),  and,  therefore,  the  action  must 
be  brought  as  directed  by  the  statute.  That  provides  not 
that  the  sureties  shall  be  sued,  but  that  the  bond  shall  be 
prosecuted.  There  is  no  authority  for  suing  the  sureties 
alone.  All  of  the  obligors  are  bound,  and  all|  should  6e 
joined. 
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By  the  court,  Talcott,  J. — This  is  an  action  brought 
upon  an  administrator's  bond,  which  has  been  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  surrogate  of  Steuben  county,  to  be  prose- 
cuted under  the  act  of  1837.  The  bond  is  joint  and  several, 
executed  by  the  defendants  and  two  other  persons.  The 
points  presented  by  the  demurrer  are  two :  1st.  That  the 
action  cannot  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff,  but  should 
have  been  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people,  who  are  the 
nominal  obligees.  2d.  That  the  bond  being  joint  and  sev- 
eral, all  or  only  one  of  the  obligees  must  be  sued. 

As  to  the  first  point,  we  think  the  decision  of  the  special 
term  was  correct,  and  that  under  the  circumstances  the  ac- 
i'  »n  may  be  maintained  by  the  plaintiff  m  her  own  name 
{Thayer  agt  OlarJcy  48  Barb.,  243).  Section  113  of  the 
C!ode,  authorizing  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust  to  sue,  is 
merely  permissive,  and  does  not  prevent  the  real  party  in 
interest  from  suing  under  section  111.  The  case  of  The  People 
agt  Norton  (9  N.  T.,  176),  and  the  other  cases  referred  to  by  the 
plaintiff,  where  actions  of  this  kind  have  been  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  people  only,  hold  that  the  action  may  be 
maintained  in  that  form  under  section  1]3.  Upon  the  second 
point  we  think  the  special  term  erred.  There  is  no  question 
but  what  before  the  Code  joint  and  several  obligors  must 
have  been  sued  either  all  jointly,  or  each  one  severally. 

In  other  words,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  treat  the  obli- 
gation either  as  joint  or  several.  But  section  120  of  the  Code 
expressly  provides  that  persons  severally  liable  on  the  same 
obligation  or  instrument,  may  all  or  any  of  them  be  included 
in  the  same  action  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff.  This  rule 
was  first  by  statute  applied  to  commercial  paper  in  1837. 
By  the  Code,  however,  the  principle,  is  extended  to  other 
obligations  and  instruments.  It  was  early  decided  by  the 
general  term  of  the  eighth  district  that  under  this  section 
two  of  three  joint  and  several  obligors  may  be  sued. 

The  same  point  is  stated  by  Willabd,  J.,  in  Bickins  agt 
Sehermerhom  (10  Barb.,  638). 


360  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Cridl«r  agt.  Carry. 

The  rule  in  Brainard  agt  Jones  was  admitted  by  MuLtiNy 
J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  general  term  of  the  fifth 
district  in  Strong  agt.  Wheaton  (38  Barh.j  616),  and  was 
also  referred  to  as  correct  by  Davis^  J.^  in  Carman  agt 
Floss  (23  N.  r.,  286). 

The  defendants  are  two  of  the  parties  who  are  severally 
liable  on  the  same  obligation,  and  are  therefore  within  the 
express  language  of  section  120.  Upon  this  ground  the  order 
sustaining  the  demurrer  is  reversed,  with  leave  to  the  de- 
fendants to  amend  within  twenty  days*  on  payment  of 
costs. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  Hughes  agt  The  Mercantile  Mutual  Insurance 

CoMPANT. 


Where  a  poliej  of  marine  insarance  was  made  oat  to  J.  H.  "  for  accoant  of  whom 
it  may  concern,"  the  action  to  recover  the  amoant  of  insarance  is  properlj 
brongbt  by  J.  H.,  he  being  the  trnstee  of  an  express  trust  ander  the  Code. 

loaurers  may  contract  for  antecedent  risks,  and,  by  express  agreement,  insare 
against  a  prior  total  loss. 

If  a  time  poloiy  of  marine  insarance  does  not  contain  the  words  "  lost  or  not  lost," 
bat  is  ante-dated  by  the  insnrers,  they  assame  a  retrospective  risk,  for  which 
the  policy  proTides,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  issued  on  the  day  it 
bore  date.  ^ 

II  a  policy  of  marine  insarance  describes  a  vessel  insured,  as  the  bark  UmpreUt  or 
by  whatever  other  name  or  names  the  vessel  is  or  shall  be  called,  and  it  appeara, 
from  the  testimony,  that  the  name  of  the  vessel  had  been  changed  to  the  SL  Mary, 
it  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine  what  vessel  was  intended  to  be 
'naored. 


On  January  Sdth,  1866,  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the 
defendant  for  insurance  upon  the  bark  Empress^  for  account 
of  whom  it  might  concern. 

The  application  was  prepared  at  defendant's  office  by  their 
aeci^^tary,  Newcomb,  and  in  a  conversation  had  with,  and  a 
statement  made  by  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  nature  and  condi- 
tion of  the  property,  for  which  insurance  was  sought. 

On  the  same  day  a  policy  upon  the  good  bark  Empress^  or 
by  whatever  other  name  or  names  the  said  vessel  is  or  shall  be 
named  or  called,  insuring  her  for  $5,000,  from  December  12, 
1865,  to  December  12,  1866,  against  perils  of  the  seas  and 
barratry  of  the  master  and  mariners. 

The  policy  was  issued  "  on  account  of  whom  it  may  con- 
cern/^ loss  payable  to  the  plaintiff. 
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The  name  of  the  bark  had  been  changed,  and  at  the  time 
of  said  insurance  she  was  known  or  called  the  St,  Mary. 

The  vessel  was  lost  about  January  8,  1866,  by  reason  as 
was  claimed,  of  perils  insured  against. 

The  defendants  resisted  plaintiff's  claim  for  insurance  upon 
the  ground,  among  others,  of  misrepresentation  sa^  to  the 
name  and  description  of  the  vessel  upon  which  application 
for  insurance  was  made.  The  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  and 
from  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  appeal  is  taken. 

ScuDDER  &  Carter, /or  appellants. 
RoBT.  P.  Lee, /or  re^ondent 

Larremore,  J. — The  principal  questions^presented  by  this 
appeal  are:  Ist.  The  identity  of  the  vessel  insured. 

2d.  Plaintiff's  knowledge  of  the  loss  at  the  time  he  ap- 
plied for  and  obtained  the  insurance. 

3d.  Whether  the  policy  in  which  the  wons  "  lost  or, not 
lost,"  are  omitted,  was  intended  to  and  did  cover  a  total  loss 
existing  at  the  time  it  was  issued. 

The  jury  have  found  in  favor  of  plaintiff  upon  the  1st  and 
2d  of  these  propositions,  and  the  verdict  should  not  be  dis- ' 
turbed  unless  for  error  upon  the  trial 

The  first  objection  raised  was  to  the  admission  of  evidence, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  show  upon  what  vessel  he 
applied  for  insurance.  The  defendants  insisted  that  plaintiff" 
was  bound  by  his  application,  which  contained  the  name  of 
the  bark  Empress.  The  court  allowed  him  to  show  the  name 
of  the  vessel  insured.  I  think  this  ruling  was  correct,  con- 
ceding, as  the  law  requires,  uberrima  fideSy  in  the  foundation 
of  the  contract,  it  was  competent,  upon  the  issues  raised  in 
this  case,  to  admit  proof  of  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract  insured  tending  to  establish  the  identity 
of  the  vessel. 

The  application  for  insurance,  made  by  r>laintiff,  was  not 
a  warranty.     It  is  not  referred  to  in,  nor  made  part  of,  the 
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policy.  It  was  intended  to  give  the  insurer  a  just  estimate 
of  the  risk  to  be  covered.  The  representation  thereon,  as  to 
the  name  of  the  vessel,  is  merged  in  the  policy  which  de- 
Bcribed  the  property  msured  as  the  good  bark  Empress,  or 
by  whatever  other  name  or  names  the  said  vessel  is,  or  shall 
be  named,  or  called. 

PlaintiS*  swore  that  he  applied  for  insurance  on  the  St 
Mary,  fonnerly  the  Empress  /  that  she  had  been  renewed 
and  re-classed,  and  that  be  said  to  Newcomb,  defendant's 
secretary,  ^^  your  own  surveyors  are  the  parties  who  exam- 
ined her  and  classed  her '' ;  that  said  vessel  was  built  in 
Sunderland,  England  ^  was  sold  as  one  of  Parsons'  vessels 
of  Hull,  and  when  last  heard  of  was  at  the  isle  of  Nevassa, 
loading  with  guano,  for  Leith,  Scotland.  None  of  the  said 
presentations  were  shown  to  have  been  false.  Defendants 
were  referred  to  "Lloyd's  Register"  for  furniture, informa- 
tion as  to  the  rating  of  the  vessel,  and  if  they  or  their  agent 
made  a  mistake  in  this  respect,  it  should  not  be  charged  to 
the  plaintiff  (ZJawfey  agt.  The  Empire  Ins.  Co.,  36  N.  Y.,  650 ; 
Benedict  agt  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  SI  N.  F.,  393). 

The  question,  too,  had  reference  to  the  identity  of  the 
Y^sel,  and  was  not  intended  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
policy.  The  evidence  offered  showed  that  it  was  a  vessel  of 
the  class  and  description  named  in  the  policy,  and  that 
though  insured  by  the  name  Empress,  was  also  called  the 
St.  Mary.     Error  nominis  non  nocet  cum  de  re  constat. 

No  reformation  of  the  policy  was  necessary,  for,  by  its  ■ 
very  terms,  it  contemplated  and  provided  for  such  a  con-  I 
tingency. 

The  identity  of  the  vessel  being  established,  a  mistake  or 
uncertainty  as  to  the  name  is  not  a  good  ground  for  avoid- 
ing the  policy  {Phillips  on  Ins.j  vol.  1,  ^  430  ;  Le  Messurier 
agt.  Vaughin,  and  Hall  agt.  MoUineaux,  6' East.,  382). 

There  was  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict  upon  the  prop- 
ositions submitted,  and  also  that  the  loss  occurred  by  a  peril 
insured  against. 

VolXUY.  28 


354     NfW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS 

Hughes  agt.  Mercau.  Mat.  I  us.  Co. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  evidence  showing  that  preliminary  proofs  of 
loss  had  been  presented,  was  properly  overruled.  Plaintiff 
testified  that  he  saw  such  proofs  in  defendant's  possession, 
and  this  was  not  denied.  But  even  if  such  proof  was  in- 
sufficient, the  defendants  did  not  refuse  to  pay  on  this  ground, 
but  based  their  objections  upon  the  alleged  misrepresentations 
as  to  the  vessel  insured.  They  should  not  now  be  permitted 
to  insist  upon  a  formal  defect,  which  might  have  been  cured 
if  an  opportunity  had  been  allowed  {Vos  agt.  BobinsoUj  9 
Johns. J  192;  McMasters  agt.  Western  Mutual  Ins.  Co,, 
26  Wend.j  397  ;  Miller  agt.  Eagle  Life  and  Health  Ins.  Co.y 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  268 ;  Bumstead  agt.  Dividend  Mutual  Ins. 
Co.y  12  N.  r,  81 ;  aNiel  agt.  Buffalo  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  3  N. 
T.y  122  ;  Kernochan  agt.  N.  Y.  Bowery  Fire  Ins.  Co.y  17  N. 
Y.y  428.) 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  bring  the  action,  was  also  prop- 
erly denied. 

The  policy  insured  John  "Hughes  on  account  of  whom 
it  may  concern,''  and  the  funds,  in  case  of  loss,  were  payable 
to  him.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  the  policy  was 
for  the  beneiit  of  McGinnis,  the  owner  of  the  wssel,  and 
also  of  the  plaintiff,  as  a  security  for  advances  made  to  said 
owner.  Plaintiff  had  an  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
policy  to  the  extent  of  his  advances  only,  the  residue  be- 
longing to  the  estate  of  McGinnis.  The  assignment  by 
plaintiff  to  Bell  of  the  beneficial  interest  which  plaintiff  had 
in  the  policy,  did  not  divest  him  of  a  right  of  action  on  the 
policy,  which  he  held  as  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  all  con- 
cerned in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  {Codcy  ^113; 
Greenfield  agt.  Mass.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  47  N.  T.y  430 ; 
Waring  agt.  Indemnity  Ins.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.,  613  j  Davis  agt. 
Boardmany  12  Mass.y  80 ;  Ward  agt.  Woody  13  Mass., 
639 ;  Copeland  agt.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pechy  198). 

The  defense  was  not  that  plaintiff  had  parted  with  his 
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idteresty  but  that  neither  he  nor  McGinnis  bad  an  insurable 
ii.cerest  in  the  policy. 

That  the  court  unintentionally  misstated  or  missquoted 
any  part  of  the  evidence,  is  not  ground  for  reversal  when 
(as  in  ihis  case  it  appears)  the  correction  asked  for  was  not 
refused. 

The  jury  are  presumed  to  be  governed  by  their  o\vn  r^ 
collection  of  the  testimony,  and  the  judge,  by  his  charge 
left  the  wholQ  matter  for  them  to  decide  {Powell  agt.  JoneSy 
-2  Barb.y  27). 

As  to  the  third  proposition : 

It  is  conceded  that  insurers  may  contract  for  antecedent 
risks,  and  by  express  agreement  insure  against  a  prior  total 
loss.  ' 

But  it  is  urged  that  such  a  liability  must  be  shown  by 
language  indicating  such  a  purpose. 

The  words  usually  employed  to  denote  such  an  intention 
are:  '^Lost  or  not  lost;''  and  the  question  presented  is, 
\7hether,  in  a  tinie  policy  in  which  such  a  clause  is  omitted, 
a  recovery  can  be  had  for  a  total  loss  existing  at  the  time 
such  policy  was  issued. 

I  see  no  reason  for  any  distinction  between  a  total  or  par- 
tial loss  in  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  insurers. 

By  ante-dating  the  policy,  they  assumed  the  retrospective 
risk  for  which  it  provided,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
been  issued  on  the  day  it  bore  date. 

Any  other  construction  would  defeat  the  obvious  purpose 
of  this  contract  The  verdict  of  the  jury  repels  the  pre- 
sumption of  any  fraud,  misrepresentation  or  concealment  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  policy  under  which  he  claims 
was  intended  to  cover  a  possible  loss  occurring  after  Decem- 
ber 12,  1 865.  This  is  evident  from  the  description  of  the 
risk  and  the  subject  of  the  contract ;  and  in  such  a  case  the 
insertion  of  the  clause,  **  lost  or  not  lost,"  is  not  strictly 
necessary  (Marshall  on  Marine  Ins.,  267-268 ;  AmoulcTs 
Marine  Ins.j  223;    Parson^s  Marine  Ins.j  vol.  2,  2).  44; 
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Folsom  agt.  Mercantile  Hut  Ins.  Co.j  8  Blatch/.^  170 ;  Hallock 
agt.  Com.  Ins.  Co.j  2  Dutcherj  N.  J.,  268,  affirmed  in  court 
of  errors^  3  Butchery  647  ;'  see  aho  dicta  of  Judge  Story  in 
Hammond  agt.  Allen^  2  Sum.y  376  &  397;  and  Gibson  agt. 
Smally  4:  U.  of  L.  caseSy  353). 

The  remaining  exceptions  are  not  well  taken,  and  should 
be  overruled;  and  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
LivERMOBEy  Clews  et  cU.  agt.  Richabd  Baikbbidge. 

A  referee  has  no  power  on  tho  trial  to  allow  a  defendant  to  withdnw  a  noond  de- 
fense in  thtf  answer,  consistiDg  of  a  connterclaim,  upon  which  be  commences  a 
cross-action  against  the  plaintiffSf  and  then  allow  him  to  interpose  a  second  de- 
fense to  the  answer  in  the  original  action,  as  an  amendment  thereof,  bj  inserting 
substantial Ij,  but  in  a  different  form,  the  same  counter-claim  again,  claiming 
$130,000  damages ;  and  all  this  without  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  attorney, 
exeept  on  the  motion  to  amend  the  answer. 

To  cap  the  climax,  the  referee  in  this  case,  before  making  his  report,  called  upon 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  personally,  and  suggested  to  him  whether  it  would  not  be 
better  for  the  plaintiffs  to  settle  the  matter  with  the  defendant  by  paying  him 
$35,000.  which  defendant  Wodld  probably  accept,  as  there  were  matters  in  evi* 
dience  in  the  case  which  led  him  to  believe  that  if  he  did  give  judgment  for  the 
defendant,  it  would  necessarily  be  for  a  very  large  amount.  The  plaintiffs,  hav^ 
ing  in  their  complaint,  claimed  from  the  defendant  on  contract  some  $17,000,  did 
not  feel  disposed  to  accept  the  friendly  advice  of  the  referee,  whereupon,  a  few 
days  subsequently,  the  referee  reported  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  as  due  the  de- 
fendant, the  sum  of  $120,000. 

Judgment  vacated,  and  report  of  referee  set  aside  for  irregularity,  and  order  of 
reference  discharged. 

New  York  Special  Termj  February^  1873. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  a  claim  growing  out  of 
stock  transactions.  The  necessary  facts  to  an  undei  standing 
of  the  case  will  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Fancher,  J. — The  defendant's  testator,  Richard  Bain- 
bridge, in  1S62  commenced  dealing  with  the  plaintiffi  as 
broilers.  From  September,  1862,  until  May,  1863,  the 
transactions  occurred  out  of  which  this  litigation  has  arisen. 
The  plaintiffs  received  from  Bainbridge  a  deposit  for  a  mar- 
gin, and  made  purchases  and  sales,  for  his  account,  of  stocks, 
gold  and  United  States  demasd  notes.  His  original  deposit 
with  the  plaintiffs  was  $5,070  44,  and  his  agreement  was  to 
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keep  on  deposit  with  them  a  margin  of  ten  per  cent,  on 
the  amount  carried  for  his  account.  On  the  27th  of  May, 
1863,  the  plaintiffs  rendered  to  Bainbridge  an  account  of  all 
transactions  to  that  date,  and  on  the  12th  of  August,  1863, 
a  further  account  was  rendered  by  the  plaintifl^  to  Bainbridge, 
detailing  the  transactions  from  January  1,  1863,  to  May  30, 
1863.  By  this  account  a  balance  appeared  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiffs — $16,351  45.  The  account  consisted  of  over  five 
hundred  items,  and  covered  thirty-four  pages.  The  plaintiffs 
assert  that  there  are  a  few  errors  in  the  account,  which,  cor- 
rected, would  add  $705  53  to  the  balance  due  them  from 
Bainbridge.  They  admit  he  should  have  credit  for  $3,519  50 
upon  the  amount  due  plaintiffs,  that  being  the  sum  allowed 
to  him  by  the  arbitration  committee  of  the  stock  exchange 
in  respect  of  part  of  the  gold  held  by  the  plaintiffs  on  his 
account. 

On  the  3d  of  November,  1863,  this  action  was  brought 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  balance  thus  claimed  as 
due  from  Bainbridge.  It  was  an  action  upon  an  account 
stated,  and  the  summons  was  for  a  money  demand  on  con- 
tract. The  defendant's  answer  to  the  complaint  was  served 
on  the  19th  February,  1863,  containing  two  defenses.  The 
first  was  to  the  effect  that  numerous  errors  existed  in  the 
plafbtiffs'  account,  and  the  second  defense  averred  that  the 
sales  of  the  stocks,  &c.,  for  the  defendant's  account  were  un- 
lawful, and  that  the  purchases  made  to  cover  short  sales 
were  invalid,  by  reason  whereof  the  defendant  averred  he 
had  ^^  sustained  damage  to  a  large  amount,  and  equal  to  the 
amount  claimed  in  the  plaintiffs'  account.'' 

On  the  15th  November,  1864,  Bainbridge  commenced  an 
action  against  Livermore,  Clews  &  Co.,  to  recover  damages 
for  the  alleged  unlawful  sale  and  conversion  of  his  stocks, 
gold  and  demand  notes,  alleging  an  improper  sale  and  con- 
version thereof  on  the  27th  May,  1863,  and  in  that  action 
he  claimed  damages  for  $52,000.  It  appears  that  on  the 
24th  January,  1865,  a  motion  was  made  in  the  original  ac- 
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tion,  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  Bainbridge,  to  with- 
draw the  second  defense  above  mentioned.  The  referee,  in 
his  letter  of  March  2,  1S70,  to  Mr.  Hewitt,  the  defendant's 
attorney,  states :  "  The  motion  made  by  you  in  this  case  to 
withdraw  your  counter-claim,  the  decision  of  which  was 
reserved  at  the  time,  I  have  decided  to  grant,  not  seeing  any 
prejudice  to  arise  in  the  action  to  the  plaintiffs  herein.'^ 
Thereupon  an  affidavit  was  made  on  the  3d  of  March,  1870, 
by  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  used  in* a  motion  on  the 
cross-action  against  Livermore,  Clews  &  Co.,  in  which  he 
deposed  '*  that  the  action  now  pending  before  John  P. 
Cr({sby,  referee,  does  not  involve  the  issues  contained  in  this 
action;  that  about  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action  this  deponent  moved  before  Mr.  Crosby,  the  referee, 
to  withdraw  the  second  and  separate  defense  therein ;  that 
the  question  of  the  right  of  defendant  to  withdraw  said  de- 
fense was  submitted  to  said  referee,  and  after  due  deliber- 
ation was  decided  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  that  action." 

The  referee,  by  a  letter  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys, 
dated  March  3,  1870,  informed  him  of  the  withdrawal  of 
the  second  defense.  It  appears,  by  the  motion  papers,  that 
the  withdrawal  of  the  counter-claim,  or  second  defense  thus 
referred  to,  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  some  supposed  ben- 
efit to  Bainbridge  in  his  action  against  Livermore,  Clews  & 
Co.,  and  the  fact  of  said  withdrawal  was  made  prominent 
on  a  motion  to  stay  proceedings  in  that  action,  which  was 
decided  on  the  7th  of  March,  1870. 

At  some  time  thereafter— but  when,  the  papers  before  me 
do  not  disclose — ^the  referee  entertained  and  granted  a  mo- 
tion made  by  the  defendant's  counsel  "  to  amend  the  answer 
BO  as  to  include  an  allegation  of  damage  to  defendant  by 
reason  of  the  unlawful  acts  of  plaintiffs,  as  set  forth  in  the 
second  defense,  to  the  amount  of  $130,000,  and  a  demand 
of  judgment  for  that  amount,  with  costs."  This  motion 
was  objected  to,  without  avail,  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tifli,  and  the  referee,  on  that  new  defense^  has  reported  against 
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the  plaintiffs^  and  ordered  a  judgment  for  $120,000  and 
costs.  No  actual  amendment  was  at  the  time  made  by  the 
formal  drawing  or  service  of  such  amended  answer,  although 
the  judgment  roll  in  this  action  contains  what  purports  to 
be  such  amended  answer.  When  it  was  first  actually  drawn 
is  not  explained.  The  question  here  arises  whether  the  re- 
feree had  power  to  order  such  an  amendment.  It  seems 
plain  that  the  referee  exceeded  his  power.  When  the  amend- 
ment was  allowed  there  was  no  defense  of  the  nature  of  a 
counter-claim  contained  in  the  issue  which  could  be  en- 
larged by  such  an  amendment  as  was  allowed,  nor  was  it 
possible  for  the  referee  to  aUow  such  a  counter-claim  to  be 
introduced  in  the  answer,  as  it  then  stood,  without  periiiit- 
ting  a  substantial  change  of  the  defense.  In  effect,  the 
amendment  amounted  to  a  new  defense  of  a  nature  different 
to  that  contained  in  the  answer,  which  it  has  often  been 
held,  is  improper  to  be  allowed  on  the  trial  either  by  a  jtidge 
or  a  referee  {Ransom  agt.  Wetmore,  39  Barh.j  104 ;  Johnson 
agt.  Mclntoshy  31  JBarft.,  272;  Walton  agt.  Bennettyl6  N. 
T.y  200 ;  Whitford  agt  Hungerfordy  42  ^.  F.,  185  ;  Ford 
agt.  Fordj  35  How.y  321).  An  amendment  which  proposes 
a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense  should  not  be  allowed.' 

There  is  ground  for  the  supposition  in  this  case  that  the 
amended  answer,  as  it  now  appears  on  the  judgment  roll, 
was  not  prepared  until  after  the  decision  and  report  of  the 
referee.  It  is  asserted  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  that  they 
never  saw  it  till  it  appeared  on  file  in  the  roll.  Had  it  been 
competent  for  the  referee  to  allow  the  defendant  the  privilege 
of  making  such  an  amendment,  the  answer  should  have  been 
drawn  and  verified  and  served  as  amended.  Then  an  oppor- 
tunity to  reply  to  it  would  have  been  afforded  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. Perhaps  the  statute  of  limitations  or  other  reply  would 
have  been  interposed  to  the  counter-claim. 

In  Johnson  agt.  Mcintosh^  {stipra)y  the  referee  admitted 
proof  of  a  defense  not  asserted  in  the  answer,  and  on  motion, 
after  trial,  the  special  term  allowed  the  answer  to  be  amend- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  361 


Livennore  agt  Bainbridge. 


ed  to  cover  the  defense.  But  the  judgment  was  reversed, 
and  the  amendment  pronounced  to  be  improper.  So  in 
Woodruff  agt.  Dickie  (31  Eotv.j  164),  it  was  held  that  an 
amendment  is  the  correction  of  some  error  or  mistake  in  a 
pleading  already  before  the  court,  and  there  must  be  some- 
thing to  amend  by,  whereas  the  insertion  of  facts  constitut- 
ing a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense  would  be  a  substantial 
pleading  and  not  an  amendment  of  an  existing  pleading.  It 
was  .further  said  in  that  decision  that  there  are  no  casegs 
which  furnish  a  satisfactory  reason  for  holding  such  an  amend- 
ment to  be  within  the  power  of  the  court  to  grant.  It  was 
not  necessary  that  Bainbridge  should  set  up,  by  way  ol 
counter-claim,  his  supposed  demand  against  the  plaintiff.  He 
was  at  liberty  to  bring  a  cross  action  for  the  same  {Peck 
agt.  Mifwt,  4  Robts.,  323 ;  Lignat  agt.  Bedding^  4  E.  D. 
Smithy  285 ;  Gillespie  agt.  Torrence^  25  N.  T.,  306  ;  Collyer 
agt.  CoUinSj  17  Ahb.j  468).  He  elected  to  abandon  and 
withdraw  his  counter-claim  and  to  bring  a  cross  action  on 
his  alleged  demand.  That  action  is  still  pending.  After  he 
had  thus  made  his  election  it  was  not  competent  to  allow  a 
further  amendment  of  the  answer  in  the  original  action  by 
re-instating  the  former  abandoned  counter-claim  in  an  am- 
ended form  while  the  cross  action  was  pending.  The  law 
does  not  favor  double  vexation  for  the  same  cause  of  action 
(16  Barl.j  461 ;  2  Buer^  611 ;  Mills  agt.  Block^  30  Barh.j 
649;  15-466.,  191).  That  plaintifis  proceeded  to  moVe  to 
set  aside  the  referee^s  report  for  irregularity  before  the  entry 
of  the  judgment.  The  order  to  show  cause  permitted  the 
entry  of  the  judgment  without  prejudice  to  the  motion.  It 
is,  therefore,  proper  to  consider  on  this  motion  the  question 
of  the  power  of  the  referee  to  allow  the  amendment  without 
remitting  the  plaintifis  to  an  appeal  from  the  judgment.  I 
a|n  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  referee  had  no  power  to 
make  the  amendment  on  which  the  enormous  judgment  in 
this  case  is  founded,  and  that  his  report,  for  that  reason,  should 
be  set  aside. 
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There  is  another  ground  of  irregularity  alleged.  One  ol 
the  plaintiffs  states  in  his  affidavit^  that  before  the  case  was 
summed  up,  the  referee  came  to  his  office  and  told  him  he 
should  advise  him  to  settle  the  case.  He  further  states  he 
came  to  him  a  second  time,  after  the  cause  was  summed  up, 
and,  in  one  or  the  other  interview,  mentioned  the  sum  of 
$35,000  as  a  proper  sum  to  be  paid  the  defendant  by  the 
plaintiflfs.  The  referee  himself  has  made  an  affidavit  on  the 
subject,  in  which  he  admits  he  called  on  Mr.  Clews,  but  says 
it  was  upon  another  mattA*  j  that  Jncidentally  he  spoke  of 
this  suit,  aud  having  been  long  acquainted  with  the  firm  oi 
which  said  Clews  was  a  member,  and  having  been  always  on 
the  most  friendly  terms  with  said  Clews  and  his  partner  Liv- 
ermore,  made  a  remark  in  substance  that  he  had  not  at  all 
come  to  any  conclusion  about  the  case  as  yet,  but  that  there 
were  matters  in  evidence  in  the  case  which  led  him  to  believe 
that  if  he  did  give  judgment  for  the  defendant  it  would  ne- 
cessarily be  for  a  very  large  amount,  and. he  then  suggested 
to  said  Clews  that  it  might  be  well  to  think  the  matter  over 
in  that  light,  and,  perhaps,  it  might  be  to  their  interest  to 
settle  it ;  that  he  has  some  recollection  of  mentioning  some 
sum  as  having  been  discussed  or  spoken  of  by  defendant's 
counsel,  or  some  of  them,  and  he  thinks  the  sum  was  S35,- 
000  ;  but  if  he  did  mention  such  sum,  or  any  sum,  as  having 
come  from  the  other  side,  and  not  originating  with  him,  said 
referee.  A  referee  should  not  attempt  to  exercise  the  func- 
tions of  a  negotiator.  However  honest  his  intentions  or  well- 
meant  his  endeavors,  the  failure  of  the  attempt  may  be 
ground  for  the  supposition  that  his  subsequent  judgment 
was,  in  some  degree,  influenced  by  it.  The  referee  is  a  gen- 
tleman of  high  standing  and  character,  and  it  cannot  be 
supposed  that,  in  fact,  he  has  allowed  his  mind  to  be  influ* 
enced  by  the  refusal  of  the  plaintifis  to  yield  to  his  sugges- 
tions of  compromise.  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  same 
rule  should  be  applied  to  referees  as  to  jurors  (6rale  agt 
GarmUsj  4  How.f  253).  Whenever  a  juror  has  been  guilty  of 
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an  irregularity  which  gives  any  reason  to  suppose  that  either 
party  has  been  prejudiced  by  it^  the  verdict  will  be  set  aside  (1 
Hilly  211 5  1  Cow.y  221;  2  Cow.,  689  ;  3  Cow.y  366 ;  5  Cow,, 
283).  Courts  have  ever  guardied  with  jealous  watchfulness 
the  right  of  litigants  to  the  unbiassed  judgment  of  the  jury 
or  the  referee.  It  has  been  remarked  that  whenever  it  has 
been  seen  that  by  any  means  or  influence  beyond  what  has 
transpired  on  the  trial  and  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  the 
minds  of  the  jury  may  have  been  influenced,  their  verdict 
will  be  set  aside  {Dorlon  agt.  LetfiSy  9  How.y  4).  What  was 
said  in  that  case  is  appropriate  here,  ^^  a  referee  owes  it  to 
himself  not  only  to  avoid  all  improper  influences,  but  even 
the  appearance  of  evil."  Whether  satisfied  with  the  decision 
or  not,  no  one  should  be  left  for  a  moment  to  question  its 
fairness.  It  is  certainly  unusual  for  a  referee  to  receive  the  in- 
timation from  one  party  that  $35,000  is  a  "proper  sum  ^  to 
be  paid  to  him  by  the  other,  and  to  be  the  bearer  of  the  sug- 
gestion to  the  other  side  with  the  incitement  "  that  it  might 
be  well  to  think  the  matter  over,"  in  the  light  of  the  pre- 
diction that  if  he  did  give  judgment  for  defendants  it  would 
pecessarily  be  for  a  very  large  amount.  Whether  the  fail- 
ure of  the  pJaintifis  to  comply  with  the  suggestion  of  the 
referee  had  any  influence  upon  his  mind  or  not,  it  seems 
proper  that  a  referee  or  jury  should  be  delivered  from  the 
possibility  of  bias  or  temptation  under  such  circumstances. 
An  order  will  be  granted  vacating  the  judgment  entered 
in  this  action,  and  setting  aside  the  report  of  the  referee  for 
irregularity;  and  also  discharging  the  order  of  reference. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Alpheus  Chapman  agt  Silas  R#se. 

The  defendant,  a  farmer,  at  the  reinvest  of  one  M.,  accepted  the  agency  for  the 
sale  of  a  patent  hay-fork.  M.  produced  and  signed  a  paper  in  duplicate  purport- 
ing to  state  defendant's  agency,  and  also  a  paper  printed  therewith,  and  attached 
thereto,  purporting  to  be  an  order  for  forks.  Defendant,  relying  on  M.'s  state- 
ment, signed  the  part  and  counterpart.  M.  left  with  defendant  the  counterpart 
with  both  their  signatures. . 

The  plaintiff,  a  broker,  became  holder  of  a  part  of  one  of  the  instruments  which  • 
M.  took  away,  and  which  turned  out  to  be,  not  an  order  for  forks,  but  a 
pivmuttory  note  for  $270,  purporting  to  have  defendHUt's  signature.  The  note  was 
payable  to  H.  or  bearer,  indorsed  by  him,  and  before  maturity  sold  to  plaintiff 
for  $25  less  than  its  face.  Defendant  conceded  that  the  signature  looked  like 
his,  but  denied  that  he  ever  made  the  note,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  a  snit 
upon  it. 

Beld^  a  very  clear  case  of  fraudulent  practice  is  made  out  on  the  facts  against  M*., 
whereby  the  defendant's  signature  was  obtained  to  a  paper  of  a  character  which 
he  did  not  intend  to  sign.  Where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  by  his  signa- 
ture shows  that  he  never  intended  to  put  his  name  to  any  such  instrument,  that 
he  was  deceived  as  to  its  actual  contents,  and  that  he  is  not  chargeable  wi0h 
laches,  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence,  which  is  negligence;  be  will  not  be 
held  liable,  even  to  a  boTia  fide  holder,  before  maturity.  There  is  no  contract 
where  there  is  no  assent.    Judgment  for  defendant. 

Second  Judicial  Departmentj  General  Terniy  December^ 
1873. 

This  suit  was  brought  by  Alpheus  Chapman,  plain tifi^ 
against  Silas  Rose,  defendant,  and  tried  at  a  cir- 
cuit at  Newburgh  in  November,  1871,  before  a  jury, 
Hon.  Joseph  -F.  Barnard,  J.,  presided.  The  jury  ren- 
dered a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  for  costs.  W,  "rVanamee  and  Hon.  Charles  H. 
Winfield  for  plaintiff;  Hon.  W.  J:  Groo  for  defendant.  On 
the  trial  it  appeared  that  on  the  first  day  of  February,  1871, 
a  person  representing  himself  as  Alfred  E.^iller  came  to 
the  defendant,  a  farmer^  at  his  barn  in  the  town  of  Warwick, 
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in  this  county,  and  asked  him  to  take  an  agency  for  the  8al3 
of  a  patent  hay-fork,  which  defendant  finally  consented  to 
do.  Miller  then  requested  him  to  sign  an  agreement  creating 
and  accepting  the  agency,  and  also  a  printed  order  for  one 
bay-fork,  which  was  attached  at  the  bottom.  He  also  re- 
quested defendant  to  execute  a  duplicate  of  the  agreement 
and  order,  which  he  did ;  and  Miller  took  one,  and  defendant 
kept  the  other.  It  was  understood  that  defendant  was  not 
to  pay  for  any  forks  unt^l  he  had  actually  sold  them.  This 
was  all  that  passed  between  then^.  About  seven  months 
afterwards,  defendant  was  notified  by  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit  to  pay  a  promissory  note,  purporting  to  be  made  by 
defendant  February  1,  1871,  for  $270,  payable  to  Alfred  E. 
Miller  or  bearer,  seven  months  after  date,  and  transferred  to 
plaintifi  before  maturity.  Defendant,  although  conceding 
that  the  signature  looked  like  his,  denied  that  he  ever  made 
th^  note,  and  the  plaintifi*  brought  a  suit  upon  it  On  the 
trial  Judge  Babnard  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  concluded 
that  when  Rose  signed  the  orders,  he  did  not  intend  to  exe- 
cute a  note,  as  the  transaction  never  called  for  one,  it  was 
not  a  note,  and  was  never,  at  any  time,  valid  in  the  hands 
of  any  party.  The  plaintifi*  appealed  to  the  general  term^ 
where  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  was  afiirmed. 

Tappen,  J. — The  defendant,  a  farmer^  was  accosted  in 
his  barn  one  day  by  a  person  calling  himself  Alfred  E. 
Miller,  on  the  subject  of  patent  hay-forks,  and  before  they 
parted,  the  defendant  consented  to  accept  an  agency  for  the 
sale  of  the  forks.  Miller  produced  and  signed  a  paper  in 
duplicate  purporting  to  state  defendant's  agency,  and  also  a 
paper  printed  therewith,  and  attached  thereto,  purporting  to 
be  an  order  for  forks.  He  asked  defendant  for  his  signature 
to  the  part  and  counterpart,  and  defendant  signed  both  in- 
struments, relying  on  the  statement  of  the  contents  by 
Miller,  and  without  reading,  but  yet  scanning,  one  of  the 
papers.     Nothing  was  said  by  either  ]party  about  a  promissory 
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liote,  and  the  transactioQ  did  not  call  for  one.  Miller  took 
away  one  of  the  papers  containing  defendant's  signature  to 
the  agreement  for  agency,  and  to  the  other  writin*^  or  print- 
ing thereon^  which  Miller  said  was  the  order  for  forks. 
Miller  lefl  with  defendant  the  counterpart  with  both  their 
signatures.  The  plaintiff,  a  broker  in  Middletown,  became 
holder  of  a  part  of  one  of  the  mstruments  which  Miller  took 
away,  and  which  turned  out  to  be,  not  an  order  for  forks, 
but  a  promissory  note  for  $270,  purporting  to  have  defend- 
afit's  signature.  The  note  was  payable  to  Miller  or  bearer. 
Miller  indorsed  it,  and  before  maturity  sold  it  to  plaintiff  for 
a  price  twenty-five  dollars  less  than  its  face.  A  very  clear 
case  of  fraudulent  practice  is  made  out  on  the  facts  against 
Miller,  whereby  the  defendants  signature  was  obtained  to  a 
paper  of  a  character  which  he  did  not  intend  to  sign.  He 
was  told  it  was  an  agreement  and  order,  that  bis  signature 
was  necessary,  and  that  the  papers  were  both  alike ;  and  he 
produced  on  the  trial  the  papers  which  he  and  Miller  signed, 
apd  which  Miller  lefl  with  him  as  an  exact  counterpart  of 
the  paper  containing  defendant's  signature  in  two  places,  and 
which  Miller  took  away.  The  plaintiff,  who  bought  the 
note  from  the  payee,  did  not  make  inquiry  of  the  defendnnt 
about  it,  although  he  had  ample  time  and  opportunity  be- 
tween the  9th  and  22d  of  February,  during  which  period  he 
was  negotiating  with  Miller  on  the  subject.  He  did,  how- 
ever, inquire  as  to  defendant's  responsibility  at  a  bank  in  the 
neighborhood,  where  defendant  was  known. 

The  law  merchant  has  been  extended  to  all  proper  lengths 
for  the  protection  of  innocent  holders  for  value  of  commer- 
mercial  paper  not  matured,  but  when  the  instrument  is  not 
commercial  paper,  that  protection  ceases.  The  term  com- 
mercial paper  may  be  held  to  include  notes,  bonds  and  secu- 
rities saleable  in  the  market.  In  Foster  agt.  McKennon  (38 
Law  Jour.j  R.  N.  &,  310),  a  recent  case,  the  full  bench  of 
the  English  common  pleas  held  that  defendant  was  not  liable 
under  circumstances  similar  to,  but  not  so  strongly  in  favor 
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of  the'  defendant^  as  the  circumstances  in  ihis  case.  And  Mr. 
Justice  Byles  remarks  in  the  opinion,  that  the  party  sought 
to  be  charged  never  s&w  the  face  ot  the  bill  which  had  his 
indorsement ;  that  its  purport  was  fraudulently  misdescribed ; 
that  when  he  signed  one  thing  he  was  told  and  believed  he 
was  signing  an  entirely  different  thing,  ^^  and  his  mind  never 
went  with  the  acf  And  he  distinguishes  it  from  that  class 
of  cases  when  the  party,  "  with  knowledge,'*  writes  his 
name  across  or  upon  a  paper  which  is  fraudulently  used  or 
diverted.  Where  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  by  his  sig- 
nature shows  that  he  never  intended  to  put  his  name  to  any 
sucb  instrument ;  that  he  was  deceived  as  to  its  actual  con- 
tents, and  that  he  is  not  chargeable  with  laches,  negligence^ 
or  misplaced  confidence,  which  is  negligence,  he  will  not  be 
held  liable  even  to  a  bona  fide  holder  before  maturity.  The 
reason  is  that  there  is  no  contract  where  there  is  no  assent, 
and  it  would  be  a  perversion  of  terms  to  hold  the  instrument 
in  question  a  contract  with  all  the  facts  stated.  It  had 
neither  life,  inception,  nor  validity.  A  similar  conclusion  is 
reached  in  Whitney  agt  Snyder  (2  Lands.^  477),  where  a 
case  is  presented,  quite  similar  in  some  of  the  facts,  to  the 
case  at  bar;  and  it  is  said  that  as  to  negotiable  instruments, 
there  are  some  defenses  as  to  which  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
purchases  at  his  peril. 

Upon  the  authority  of  these  cases  the  case  at  circuit  was 
correctly  tried,  and  the  judgment  for  the  defendant  must  be 
afi&rmed  with  cost 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Coleman  agt  Van  Rensselaer. 

A  wutrtgagt  of  propertj  which  eontaina  no  eovenant  or  promise  to  paj  the  money 
secared  by  it,  nor  any  ezpreu  acknowledgement  of  indebtedness  by  ihe  mort- 
gAgor,  creates  uopertonal  liability. 

It  is  enough  to  establish  a  personal  liability  against  the  mortgagor  if  the  mortgage 
contain  an  odMiuum  of  indebtedness  on  his  part,  then  a  promise  will  be  implied 
and  a  legal  liability  created. 

But  all  the  cases  held,  however,  (hat  to  create  a  personal  liability  by  implication, 
the  admission  of  indebtedness  contained  in  the  instrument  mnst  be  express  and 
nneqniTOcaL    It  is  only  from  snch  an  admission  that  a  promise  will  be  implied. 

The  recital  in  an  ordinary  mortgage,  **  thai  the  party  of  the  first  part,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  snm  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  him  duly  paid,  has  granted,  bargained, 
■old,  conyeyed,"  dLc,  is  not  an  admission  of  indebtedness  from  which  a  promise 
to  pay  the  snm  secured  would  be  implied,  hence  no  personal  liability  against  the 
mortgagor  was  created  thereby. 

Saratoga  Special  Term^  February ^  1873. 

Pond  &  French,  /or  plaintiff* 

L.  B.  PiKEy  /or  defendant^  Mrs.  Van  JRensselaer. 

BoCKES,  J. — ^The  action  is  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage. The  amount  claimed  to  be  due  and  secured  thereby 
is  $500,  with  interest  from  May  1,  1871.  The  defendants 
are  Mary  F.  Van  Rensselaer,  Jane  A.  Marty n,  John  Vaa 
Rensselaer,  and  Horatio  N.  Squires,  all  of  whom  make  de* 
lault  except  the  first-named  Mary  F.  Van  Rensselaer.  The 
equity  of  redemption  is  in  the  defendatit  Jane  A.  Marty n, 
who  took  title  subject  to  the  mortgage. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff,  as  the  case  stands  before 
me,  is  entitled  to  have  the  premises  sold  and  the  avails  ap- 
plied on  the  debt  claimed  in  the  complaint.  But  Mary  A. 
Van  Rensselaer  defends  with  a  view  to  escape  liability  for 
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such  deficiency  as  shall  remain,  if  any,  after  due  application 
of  the  avails  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  issue  before  me  is  one  between  the  plaintiff  and  Mrs* 
Van  Rensselaer,  and  does  not  affect  the  case  as  regards  the 
other  defendants. 

The  complaint  charges  that  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer  coven- 
anted to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  claimed,  and  mortgaged 
the  premises  as  security  for  such  payment. 

In  her  answer  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer  denies  that  she  coven- 
anted or  promised  to  pay  the  debt ;  sets  up  that  the  debt 
was  not  her  debt,  but  was  the  debt  of  John  Van  Rensselaer, 
her  husband  ;  the  mortgage  was  given  as  collateral  security 
therefor ;  and,  further,  sets  up  payment  as  to  part  of  the  debt 
and  an  extension  of  the  time  of  paymeiit,  without  her  con- 
sent, uf  the  balance. 

The  issues  thus  presented  are:  1st,  As  to  Mrs.  Van 
Rensselaei^'s  personal  liability ;  and  2d,  as  to  the  pay- 
ment of  part  with  au  extension  'of  paymeat  of  the  balance. 

JFirsL  Did  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer  covenant  to  pey  the  djebtt 
or,  in  other  words,  does  the  mortgage  contain  a  personal 
obligation  on  her  part  to  pay  the  amount  secured  by  it  t 

The  proof  shows  that  the  debt  was  not  her  debt,  but  was 
the  debt'  of  her  husband,  and  that  the  mprtgage  was  upon 
her  individual  property  as  security  for  his  debt.  It  is  insisted, 
however,  that  she  is  bound  personally  to  its  payment  by  tho 
term  and  legal  import  of  the  mortgage. 

A  mortgage  of  property  which  contains  no  covenant  or 
promise  to  pay  the  money  secured  by  it,  nor  any  express 
acknowledgment  of  indebtedness  by  the  mortgagor,  creates 
no  personal  liability  (3  N.  Z,  264  ;  41  K  F.,  201,  207,  208, 
14  Barb.,  242 ;  13  Barb.y  63-73 ;  15  Wend.,  218 ;  10  Johns.y 
56-7).  These  cases  contain  but  the  reiteration  of  the  rule 
laid  down  in  others  cited  m  3  N.  F.,  264 ;  Cro.  Jac,  281 ; 
2  Modern,  36  ;  6  Black/.,  161  ;  7  Watts,  360  ;  2  Mmif., 
337.  The  mortgage  in  this  case  contains  no  covenant  or 
promise  in  terms  to  pay  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer, 
Vol-  XLIV.  24 
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but  it  is  enough  to  establish  a  personal  liability  against  her 
if  it  contain  an  admission  of  indebtedness  on  her  part,  thea 
a  promise  will  be  implied  and  a  legal  liability  created.  All 
the  cases  hold,  however,  that  to  create  a  personal  liability 
by  implication  the  admission  of  indebtedness  contained  in 
the  instrument  must  be  express  and  unequivocal.  It  is  only 
from  such  an  admission  that  a  promise  will  be  implied.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  insists  that  such  express  admission  of  in- 
debtedness ii  found  in  the  case  in  tl>e  statement  or  recital 
in  the  mortgage,  *Hhat  the  party  of  the  first  part,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  her  duly 
paid,  has  granted,  bargained,  sold,  conveyed,''  &c.  But  it 
will  be  seen  that  in  the  early  cose  of  Suffield  agt.  Baskeroil 
(2  Modernj  36),  -the  instrument  sued  on  contained  a  similar 
recital,  to  wit :  '^  That  the  defendant  for  and  in  consideration 
of  four  hundred  pounds,  lent  him  by  the  plaintiff,  granted," 
&c.,  yet  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  personally 
liable. 

In  Eowell  agt.  Trice  (1  Piere.  WilLy  292)  the  mortgage 
recited  a  consideration  of  three  hundred  pounds,  in  consid- 
ering which  the  lord  chancellor  said :  **  There  did  not  ap- 
pear to  be  any  contract,  either  express  or  implied,  for  the 
payment  of  this  mortgage  money ;"  and  when  the  case  was 
subsequently  again  considered,  he  added  in  substance  that 
the  remedy  of  the  mortgagee  would  be  against  the  premises 
on  default  of  payment  It  is  true  the  question  of  personal 
liability  was  not  directly  up  in  the  case. 

In  Salisbury  agt.  Philips  (10  John.j  57)  the  action  was  on 
an  instrument  made  real,  the  recital  in  which  was  as  follows : 
*^  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  twelve  pounds  to 
me  in  hand  paid  by  Abraham  Salisbury,  I  do  hereby  assign 
over  to  him  and  his  assigns  forever  all  the  estate,"  &c.  It 
was  held  that  there  was  no  personal  liability.  I  understand, 
too,  although  it  is  not  expressly  so  stated,  that  there  was  a 
similar  recital  in  the  instrument  considered  by  the  chancellor 
in  Hone  agt.  Fisher  (2  Barh.  Ch.  560),  wherein  he  held  in 
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accordance  with  the  above  cases,  and  cites  1  R.  S.y  733, 
^  139,  which  provides  that  no  mortgage  shall  be  construed 
as  implying  a  covenant  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  intended 
to  be  secured,  and  that  when  there  shall  be  no  express 
covenant  for  such  payment  contained  in  the  mortgage,  and 
no  bond  or  other  separate  instrument  to  secure  such  pay- 
ment shall  have  been  given,  the  remedies  of  the  mortgagee 
shall  be  confined  to  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  mortgage. 

In  Vrooman  agt.  Dunlap  (30  Barh.j  202),  the  mortgagor 
was  sought  to  be  personally  charged  with  the  deficiency 
after  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises.  There  was  no  bond 
or  separate  personal  obligation  given  to  or  accompanying 
the  mortgage.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  personal  lia- 
bility of  the  mortgagor.  I  infer  the  mortgage  was  in  the 
usual  form  as  regards  the  recital  of  a  consideration.  Here, 
too,  the  mortgage  was  given  as  security  on  the  purchase  by 
the  defendant  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

In  Severance  agt.  Griffith  (2  Lansingy  3S)  the  mortgage 
was  not  accompanied  by  any  bond  or  personal  security ; 
and^  as  may  be  fairly  assumed,  was  in  the  usual  form  as  re- 
gards the  recital  of  a  consideration.  The  court  remarked 
that  the  mortgagee  had  no  remedy  against  the  mortgagors 
personally ;  that  the  remedies  he  had  were  against  the  lands 
mortgaged. 

In  Weed  agt.  Covill  (14  Barb.,  242)  the  action  was  on  a 
chattel  mortgage,  which  recited  that  for  the  consideration 
of  one  dollar,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  one  hundred 
and  ten  dollars^  it  granted,  &c.  The  question  arose  on  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  It  was  held  that  there  was  no 
personal  liability,  not  even  for  the  one  dollar.  The  court, 
per  Hand,  J.,  says  there  was  no  recital  or  declaration  in  the 
instrument  that  the  defendant  was  personally  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff,  therefore  no  implied  covenant  to  pay  any- 
thing.    It  is  merely  a  mortgage  without  personal  liability. 

In  Culver  agt  Sisson  (3  N.  Y.j  264),  two  of  the  cases 
above  particularly  considered  are  cited  with  approval^  to 
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wit:  SuJ/ield  agt.  Baskeroilf  and  Salisbury  agt.  Philips^  in 
each  of  which  the  instrument  sued  on  contained  a  recital 
similar  to  that  relied  on  in  this  case  to  establish  a  personal 
liability. 

And  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Turlc  agt.  Ridge  (41  N.  F., 
201-207),  those  cases  again  receive  the  approval  o\  the  court 
of  appeals,  as  does  also  Weed  agt.  tovill  (14  Barb.,  242). 

It  seems  settled  on  authority,  therefore,  beyond  peradven- 
ture,  that  a  recital  in  a  mortgage  like  that  contained  in  the 
mortgage  in  this  case  was  not  an  admission  of  indebtedness, 
from  which  a  promise  to  pay  the  sura  secured  would  be  im- 
plied ;  hence  that  no  personal  liability  against  the  mortgagor 
was  created  thereby. 

In  many  of  the  cases  cited,  too,  the  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage  was  the  debt  of  a  mortgagor.  Not  so  in  this  case. 
Here  the  debt,  to  secure  which  the  motgage  was  given^  was 
the  debt  of  another  party. 

I  should  not  have  deemed  it  necessary  to  examine  these 
cases  thus  minutely,  were  it  not  that  I  am  cited  to  the  case 
of  Chase  agt.  Ewing  (51  Barb.y  697)  as  an  authority,  to  the 
effect  that  the  recital  as  to  the  consideration  in  the  mortgage 
in  this  case,  was  such  an  admission  of  indebtedness  as  cre- 
ated a'  personal  liability  against  the  mortgagor.  Now,  Judge 
Johnson  was  here  examining  the  question  whether  the  mort- 
gage was  an  evidence  of  indebtedness,  with  a  view  to  de- 
termine whether  it  passed  under  the  clause  of  a  will  dispos- 
ing of  choses  in  action  thus  denominated.  The  mortgage 
was  undoubtedly  an  evidence  of  indebtedness.  So  is  the 
mortgage  in  this  case.  In  law  it  falls  under  that  .denomin- 
ation. As  Judge  Johnson  says:  "That  it  is  an  evidence  of 
indebtedness,  seems  too  clear  for  argument  • 

Every  mortgage,  whether  it  contain  a  personal  liability 
clause  or  not,  is  an  "evidence  of  indebtedness;"  is  a  chose  in 
action.  It  gives  a  right  of  action  in  case  of  default  in  the 
condition;  to  be  enforced,  however,  against  the  property 
mortgaged  only  in  case  of  the  absence  of  personal  liability. 
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In  HoiveU  agt  Price  {supra)^  where  the  lord  chancellor 
said  there  was  no  personal  liability,  it  was  further  remarked 
that  the  three  hundred  pound  mortgage  money  was  a  debt ; 
'^  a  debt  of  a  special  nature^  and  for  which  there  was  a  par- 
ticular remedy/'  alluding  to  the  remedy  against  the  premises 
{see  also  Rice  agt.  RicCy  4  Pick^  349). 

Now,  all  that  was  decided  in  Chase  agt.  Eunng^  was  that 
the  mortgage  came  within  the  denomination  of  '^  evidence 
of  debt,"  as  that  language  was  employed  in  the  clause  of 
the  will  there  under  examination. 

It  was  not  there  decided  that  the  usual  recital  in  a  mort- 
gage, as  to  consideration,  which  is  generally  inserted  to 
uphold  the  grant  which  follows  it,  was  an  admission  of  in- 
debtedness, creating  a  personal  liability  against  the  mortgagor. 
If  the  case  did  so  hold,  the  decision  would  be  flatly  in  con- 
flict with  the  cases  above  cited,  and  manifestly  unsound. 
The  cases  above  examined,  both  in  the  English  and  American 
courts,  including  those  in  the  court  of  last  resort  in  our  own. 
state,  where  these  cases  have  received  direct  and  unmistak- 
able sanction,  are  flatly  against  such  ruling.  But  the  case, 
as  I  conceive,  does  not  go  the  length  claimed,  and  the  recital 
urged  upon  my  consideration  and  above  examined,  does  not 
impart  an  admission  of  indebtedness  creating  personal  lia- 
bility. 

Nor  is  there  any  other  recital  or  statement  in  the  mort- 
gage amounting  to  such  an  admission.  Stress  is  placed  on 
the  condition  in  regard  to  the  payment.  It  is,  however,  the 
usual  condition  in  form.  The  language  is,  '^  this  grant  is 
intended  as  security  for  the  payment  of  five  hundred  dollars 
and  interest,"  &c.  The  condition  is  very  much  the  same  as 
in  the  mortgage  under  examination  in  Severance  agt  Orif- 
Mh  (2  Lans.y  38),  and  does  not  differ  materially  from  those 
contained  in  other  mortgage  in  the  cases  above  examined. 

It  is  further  stated  that  a  policy  of  insurance  was  assigned 
also  as  security  -,  but  this  is  nothing  more  than  a  pledge  in 
addition  to  the  land,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  policy 
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was  one  issued  to  the  mortgagor.  It  is  of  no  more  signifi- 
cance, certainly,  than  was  the  covenant  of  warranty  to 
defend  the  title  to  the  property  in  the  case  of  Weed  agt. 
CaviU  {supra).  Then  there  is  the  usual  clause  in  regard  to 
the  possibility  of  a  surplus  after  sale  providing  that  such 
surplus,  if  any,  shall  be  paid  to  the  mortgagor.  This  is  do 
admission  of  indebtedness,  and  who  but  the  mortgagor  should 
have  this  surplus  if  any  there  should  be  T  I  am  entirely 
satisfied  that  the  mortgagor  is  not  personally  liable  on  this 
mortgage,  and  the  relief  demanded  of  a  personal  judgment 
against  the  mortgagor  must  be  denied. 

Second.  The  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived  on  the 
point  above  considered  renders  the  examination  of  the  re- 
maining issue,  as  to  payment  of  part  of  the  debt  and  an 
extension  of  the  time  of  payment  of  the  balance  without  the 
mortgagor's  consent,  wholly  unnecessary.  Mrs.  Van  Rens- 
selaer, having  parted  with  the  equity  of  redemption,  has  no 
interest  in  the  controversy  except  to  escape  personal  liability. 

If,  however,  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Van  Rensselaer  be  cred- 
ited, the  defense  on  this  issue  is  established.  Where  a  wife 
mortgages  her  separate  property  as  security  for  her  husband's 
debt,  her  position'  is  that  of  surety,  in  which  case,  if  there 
be  an  extension  of  the  time  of  payment  without  his  consent, 
the  mortgage  is  discharged  {Bank  of  Albion  agt.  Bums  (46 
N.  F.,  170).  But  an  examination  of  this  branch  of  the  case 
is  unnecessary. 

The  plaintifl  is  entitled  to  the  reversal  of  the  judgment 
et  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  none  ot 
the  defendants  having  answered  except  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer, 
who,  as  is  proven,  had  conveyed  the  equity  of  redemption 
to  the  defendant  Martyn. 

The  plaintiff,  too,  should  have  costs,  as  in  case  of  failure 
to  answer,  except  as  against  Mrs.  Van  Rensselaer,  who  is 
entitled  to  bests  of  the  action  on  her  part  against  the  plain- 
tifis. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

William  Huber,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt  The  People,  de- 
fendants in  error. 


The  act  of  1870  {ck,,  383)«  known  an  the  (New  York)  City  Tax  Lerj  Laws,  pro* 
Tidin|(  and  aathorising  the  court  of  tpeeial  teutons  of  that  city  to  be  held  bj  leea 
than  two  police  justices,  is  uncoMtUutiunal  and  void. 

Therefore,  all  criminals  convicted  and  sentenced  in  that  court  by  one  justice  are 
eoiitled  to  be  discharged. 


Argued  February  29, 1872 ;  decided  March  27,  1872. 

Henrt  Wehle  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
A.  S.  SuLUVAN  for  defendants  in  error. 

Allen,  J. — ^The  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  of  the 
offense  of  petit  larceny,  in  the  court  ^of  special  sessions,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  held  by  a  single  police  justice,  is 
sought  to  be  sustained  by  a  provision  of  the  act  of  1870, 
knovt^n  as  the  city  tax  levy  laws  of  1870  (cA.,  383).  It  j« 
conceded  that  if,  for  any  reason,  that  act  was  invalid,  and 
does  not  authorize  such  court  to  be  held  by  less  than  two 
justices,  the  court  was  not  properly  constituted,  and  the  con^ 
viction  must  be  reversed. 

Prior  to  1865,  the  court  of  special  sessions  in  New  York 
was  held  by  any  three  of  the  police  justices  of  that  city,  and 
could  not  be  held  by  any  less  number  {Laws  of  1858,  ch., 
282,  §  8 ;  in  re  Devine^  21  HoWj  80). 

In  1 865  the  court  was  authorized  to  be  held  by  the  two 
police  justices  elected  to  the  second  and  sixth  judicial  dis- 
tricts  of  the  city,  with  power  in  the  governor,  in  case  ut 
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the  death,  removal  from  office,  or*  resignation  of  either  of 
said  justices,  to  designate  one  of  the  other  police  justices  of 
the  city  to  hold  said  court;  and  in  case  of  the  sickness  or 
disability  of  either  of  the  said  two  police  justices,  it  was  de- 
clared to  be  lawful  for  the  other  to  hold  said  court  {Laws  of 
1865,  chap.  563).     . 

In  1870  the  act  of  1865  was  repealed,  and  all  acts  amd 
parts  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  siiid  act, 
relative  to  said  court  of  special  sessions,  repealed  and  re- 
enacted,  and  declared  to  be  thenceforth  in  full  force  and  ef- 
fect {Laws  of  1870,  chap.j  30).  The  city  tax  levy  act  was 
subsequently  enacted  by  the  same  legislature  {Laws  of  1870, 
chap.  383).  The  forty-ninth  section  of  the  latter  {S.  L.j  p, 
917)  declared  that  the  court  should  be  held  by  two  police 
justices  of  the  city,  to  be  designated  by  the  mayor,  and  in 
case  of  any  disability  of  either  of  the  two  police  justices  to 
hold  court,  it  was  declared  to  be  legal  for  the  other  to  hold 
it  while  such  disability  continues.  The  acts  passed  in  1871 
{ch.  302  and  438)  do  not  affect  the  question  before  us.  They 
did  not  change  the  constitution  of  the  court,  except  as  they 
conferred  power  upon  the  mayor  to  designate  a  judge  to  hold 
the  court  in  case  of  the  sickness  or  disability  "of  the  police 
justices. 

By  chapter  30  of  the  laws  of  1870,  the  act  of  1858,  con- 
stituting the  court  of  special  sessions  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  was  repealed,  not  simply  as  the  legal  result  of  the  re- 
peal of  the  law  of  1865,  but  it  was  in  terms  repealed  and 
re-enacted  as  the  law  in  force,  and  at  the  time  as  of  the 
passage  of  the  revivor.  Tne  only  question,  then,  is  as.  to 
the  validity  of  the  provision  in  chapter  383  of  the  laws  of 
1870,  recognizing  and  reconstituting  the  court. 

The  constitutional  prohibition  upon  the  legislature  in  re- 
spect to  private  and  local  bills,  has  come  so  often  under  re- 
view, and  its  purposes  and  objects,  as  well  as  its  operation 
and  effect,  been  judicially  declared,  that  nothing  remains  but 
to  apply  the  principles  of  the  adjudications,  and  give  effect 
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to  plain  intent  of  the  provisions  as  they  come.  It  is  de- 
clared that  no  private  or  local  bill,  which  may  be  passed  by 
the  legislature,  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that 
shall  be  expressed  in  the  title.  This  is  absolute,  and  every 
act  and  part  of  an  act  passed  in  disregard  of  it,  is  void.  The 
enactment  is  not  merely  directory,  to  be  obeyed  or  not,  as 
the  legislature  may  think  proper,  but  is  mandatory,  and  a 
compliance  with  it  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  any  act 
coming  within  its  lines  {People  agt.  HiUj  35  N.  F.,  449 ; 
Feople  agt.  Supervisors  of  ChatauquUf  43  N.  F.,  10). 

The  constitutional  prohibition  includes  all  acts,  whether 
local  or  private  j  and  if  either  local  or  private,  the  require- 
ments must  be  complied  with  {People  agt.  Alletif  42  N.  Y.y 
378). 

If  a  bill  is  local  in  its  operation  and  effect,  although  public 
in  its  character,  it.  is  within  the  constitutional  enactment. 
The  provision  in  the  act  of  1870  was  public,  as  it  concerned 
the  administration  of  the  criminal  laws,  and  the  trial  and  pun- 
ishment of  offenders;  and  provided  for  the  organization  and 
construction  of  a  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction;  but  it  was 
local,  inasmuch  as  itrl'elated  to  a  court  peculiar  to  the  city  of 
New  York,  with  jurisdiction  only  co-extensive  with  the  limits 
of  that  city,  and  with  officers  connected  with  its  bounda- 
ries. An  act  regulating  the  duties  of  a  public  officer,  under 
the  general  laws  of  the  state,  if  limited  in  its  operation  to 
a  part  of  the  state,  or  to  a  single  county,  is  local,  and  must 
be  passed  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  al- 
though the  subject  matter  of  the  enactment  is  public  and 
affects  public  interests  {Oaskin  agt.  Meek^  42  N.  F.,  186 ; 
People  agt.  aBrien^  38  N.  F.,  193).  The  act  in  which  the 
section  relating  to  the  organization  of  sessions  in  New  York, 
is  found  is  a  local  act  in  aU  its  parts,  and  is  in  no  respect,  or 
in  any  of  its  provisions,  general,  although  all  its  provisioiiS 
are  public  This  section  does  not  differ  from  other  parts  of 
the  act  In  this  respect  the  act  is  such  as  is  annually  passed 
by  the  legislature,  and  is  known  as  the  City  Tax  Levy.     A 
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similar  act  is  annually  passed  for  the  county  of  New  Y(irk, 
known  as  the  County  Tax  Levy.     The  one  is  entitled  "  Au 
act  to  make  further  provision  for  the  government  of  the 
county  of  New  York/'  {laws  of  1870,  ch.  382).     The  other, 
that  under  consideration,  "  An  act  to  make  further  provis- 
ion for  the  city  of  New  York,"  {laws  of  1870,  ch.  383.)     Tiie 
purpose  and  object  of  each  is  to  provide  for  the  expendi- 
tures of  the  city  and  countj  governments  respectively  ;  they 
direct  the  levy  of  taxes  and  make  provision  for  the  disburse- 
ments for  the  sums  raised  ;  the  titles  of  the  acts  are  apt  and 
expressive  of  their  purpose  and  object,  indicating   clearly 
that  they  are  revenue  acts — acts  providing  ways  and  means 
fi>r  the  support  and  carrying  on  of  the  government  of  the 
city  and  county  as  organized  ;  the  title  of  the  act  does  not 
indicate  an  intent  to  change  the  forms  or  alter  the  character 
of  the  city  government  in  any  way,  or  to  amend  the  charter, 
when  the  legislature  intend  that  the  title  expresses  the  in- 
tent and  characterizes  the  act  {See  Laws  of  1870,  ch.  127  ; 
Laws  of  1871,  chaps.  573,  574).     To  provide,  is  to  procure 
beforehand   for  future  use,  to  furnish,   to  supply,  to  pro- 
cure supplies,  or  means  of  defense ;  and  to  make  provision, 
is  10  provide  means  or  supplies.     The  merchant  makes  pro- 
vision for  his  bills,  by  putting  the  drawer  in  funds  to  piiy 
them.    Proviaion  is  made  for  the  poor,  by  raising  moneys  for 
their  support.     Provision  is  made  for  the  government,  by 
placing  at  its  disposal  the  ways  and  means  for  the  payment 
of  its  olficers  and  its  necessary  expenses.     It  would  do  vio- 
lence to  language  to  hold,  that  an  act  to  make  provision  for 
the  city  government  was  an  act  to  create,  to  reorganize,  or  to 
change  the  government,  or  its  organic  law,  in  any  respect. 

The  very  words  recognize  a  city  government  as  in  exist- 
ence, for  the  support  of  which  provision  is  to  be  made.  The 
governmental  organization,  as  it  exists,  is  to  be  provided  for, 
by  supplying  it  wi  h  the  proper  means  for  its  necessary  dis- 
bursements and  expenditures.  The  organization  of  the  court 
of  sessions,  anew  in  the  city  of  New  York,  hud  no  con  nee- 
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tion  with  the  provieion  for  the  government  of  the  city  con- 
templated by  the  title  of  the  act,  and  the  section  designed 
to  accomplish  such  re-organization  was,  therefore,  void.  It 
is  to  be  regretted  that  the  result  of  this  conclusion  may  tend 
to  inconvenience  in  the  discharge  of  some  who  are  under- 
going the  punishment  due  to  their  crimes,  but  it  is  the  right 
of  all  to  have  the  law  declared  as  it  is,  whatever  may  be  the 
consequence,  and  a  greater  evil  to  allow  a  practical  abroga- 
tion of  a  plain,  constitutional  requirement,  by  yielding  to  a 
supposed  necessity.  The  tendency,  and  the  natuml  tenden- 
cy ot  legislation  is  to  make  certain  acts  receptacles  for  enact- 
ments of  all  kinds,  especially  for  such  as  might  not  meet 
with  favor  standing  by  themselves.  The  object  of  the  Con- 
stitution was  to  prevent  this,  and  full  effect  should  be  given 
to  its  language  and  salutary  intent.  The  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  and  of  the  special  sessions  must  be  reversed 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Henry  S>  Kiersted  and  another,  respondents,  agt.  The 
Oranqe  and  Alexandria  Raiuioad  Co.  and  otherS| 
appellants. 

An  ordtr  granted  on  terms  npon  an  application  to  show  canse  why  the  defendant! 
•hould  not  have  thirty  days  in  which  to  make  and  serve  a  case,  after  default,  ii 
wd  appealable. 

New  York  General  Term^  Marchy  1873. 
Before  D.  P.  Ingraham,  Ch.  J.,  and  N.  Davis,  /• 
On  an  application  made  for  an  order  to  show  cause  why 
the  appellants  should  not  have  thirty  days  in  which  to  make 
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and  serve  a  case  after  default,  the  same  was  granted  at  the 
December  special  term,  1872,  by  Hon.  Wm.  H.  Leonard, 
on  condition  that  the  appellants  file  an  undertaking  on  ap- 
peal, as  required  by  law,  to  stay  execution. 

From  this  order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general 
term. 

J.  C.  Jackson,  for  appellants. 
T.  C.  Cronin,  for  respondents. 

Ingraham,  Gh.  J.^  held  that  the  order  was  in  the  discretion 
of  Justice  Leonard.  That  the  appellants  obtained  the  time 
in  which  to  make  their  case,  and  the  judge  had  the  right  to 
impose  the  condition  of  an  undertaking  on  appeal  even  if  the 
appellants  did  not  ask  for  a  stay  of  execution.  That  though 
the  time,  in  which  to  make  a  case  had  not  expired,  the  court 
could  grant  the  extension  on  terms,  but  where  the  time  had 
expired  the  appellants  were  asking  to  be  relieved  of  a  default 
and  for  a  favor,  and  the  order  granting  the  favor  on  condi- 
tions, being  a  discretionary  one,  could  not  be  appealed 
from. 

That  the  parties  appellants  consisted  of  five  foreign  rail- 
road corporations,  without  property  in  this  state,  as  appeared 
before  Judge  Leonard,  and  on  asking  for  the  favor  of  con- 
tinuing litigation  in  the  courts  of  this  state,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  any  abuse  of  disci'etion  was  exercised  by  requiring 
of  them  that  they  give  security  on  appeal.  That  the  order 
was  not  an  appealable  one^  and  must  be  affirmed  with 
costs. 

Order  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Benoni  S.  PAETRroaE,   appellant,  agt.  Jane  Stokes  and 

^     others,  respondents. 

Where  a  ffijt  of  money  is  made  bj  the  husband  to  his  wife,  while  he  is  indebted 
to  Tftrious  creditors,  the  statute  declares  sach  gift  fraudxUtnt  as  to  those  creditors. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  after  having  obtained  judgment  personally  against  the  hus- 
band for  some  $1,100,  npou  which  execution  had  been  issued  and  returned  nn- 
satisfied,  commenced  an  action  against  both  husband  and  wife  in  the  nature  of 
a  judgment  creditors'  bill,  to  reach  money,  claimed  to  have  been  fraudulently 
received  by  the  wife  as  a  gift  from  her  husband,  and  to  have  been  used  by  the 
wife  upon  hej  real  estate,  and  it  appeared  in  evidence,  by  the  admissions  of  both 
husband  and  wife,  thafr  he  bad,  some  time  previously,  given  his  wife  $500,  and, 
perhaps,  more  ;  that  no  accounts  had  been  kept  between  them ;  but  she  stated 
that  she  had  paid  back  to  her  husband,  at  different  times,  as  much  as  she  had 
received  from  him.  And  it  also  appeared  that  about  that  time  the  wife— within 
about  a  month — had  deposited  to  her  credit,  in  a  savings'  bank,  something  over 
$3,000. 

Sttd^  that  the  loose  and  nnsatisfactory  evidence  of  the  defendants  can  not  be  aU 
lowed  to  cover  up  the  dealings  between  the  parties  engaged  in  defrandiiig  the 
creditors  of  either  or  both,  especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  a  fraudulent  intent 
was  fully  proved. 

It  is  well  settled  that  where  a  conveyance  is  executed  with  intent  t«  defraud  cred- 
itors, it  is  void  not  only  as  to  existing,  but  as  to  future  creditors. 


Fourth  Department^  General  Term. 

Argued  at  Rochester ^  September  lithy  1872. 

Decided  at  Syracuse,  December  6th,  1872. 

This  action  was  tried  before  Hon.  Henry  Reigel,  as 
sole  referee,  who  reported  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and 
the  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  judgment  entered  upon  the 
report  of  the  referee  to  the  general  term  of  the  fourth  de- 
partment. 

The  facts,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  points  passed  upon 
by  the  general  term^  are  sujQSciently  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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Irving  G.  Vann,  for  appellant 
Isaac  D.  Garfield, />r  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Mullin,  P.  J. — ^This  action  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  creditor's  bill  to  enforce  a  judgment  for  $1,168  60, 
damages  and  costs,  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  against  Robert 
Stokes,  in  this  court,  on  the  24th  day  of  September,  1868, 
against  the  property  of  Jane  Stokes,  the  wife  of  said  judg- 
ment debtor,  afler  execution  returned  wholly  unsatisfied. 

I  do  not  propose  to  examine  any  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case  except  what  related  to  an  amount  of  money  which 
Robert  Stokes  made  during  the  rebellion  in  procuring  volun- 
teers for  the  army.  Stokes  admits  that  he  received  during 
the  last  two  years  of  the  war  between  $2,000  and  $3,000 
in  the  business  of  obtaining  volunteers,  and  of  this  sum, 
$500  wera  given  by  him  to  his  wife,  and  were  used  by  her 
in  her  ouoiness  or  in  erecting  houses  on  lands  owned  by  her 
in  the  city  of  Syracuse, 

He  says,  "  I  think  I  might  have  given  her  $500  of  it,  per- 
haps a  little  more  or  a  little  less — it  may  have  been  a  good 
deal  more  or  a  little  less ;  my  wife  may  have  paid  it  to- 
ward the  houses  she  owns.'' 

The  wife  testifies :  "  I  never  had  any  other  money  given 
me  except  about  $500  at  the  time  of  the  war,  when  he,  her 
husband,  was  putting  in  substitutes  ♦  •  •  •  My  hus- 
and  may  have  given  me  more  than  $500 ;  we  never  have 
kept  any  accounts.'' 

Stokes  also  says  that  he  kept  no  account  of  what  he  gave 
his  wife ;  that  he  might  have  given  her  over  $500  ;  that  he 
cannot  tell  the  amount  that  he  did  let  her  have. 

The  treasurer  of  the  Syracuse  savings  institution  testified 
that  on  the  1 1  th  day  of  February,  1 864,  there  was  deposited 
to  the  credit  of  Jane  Stokes,  $1,700,  and  on  the  24th  day  of 
March  following,  $1,400. 

There  were  deposited  after  that  sums  varying  from  $100 
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to  $800.  The  last  entry  was  on  the  llth  day  of  June^ 
1869. 

It  does  not  follow  that  the  $1,400  and  the  $1,700  above 
mentioned  come  from  B^obert  Stokes,  but  when  the  parties 
who  received  and  paid  the  money,  and  who  were  in  moder- 
ate circumstances,  are  wholly  unable  to  specify  the  amount 
received  by  the  wife,  and  it  appears  that  Mrs.  Stokes  re- 
ceived about  the  amount  so  deposited,  it  throws  upon  the 
defendants  the  burthen  of  proving  how  much  was  received 
by  the  wife,  or  the  presumption  legitimately  arises  that  she 
received  at  least  the  $500. 

When  Mrs.  Slokes  received  the  money  her  husband  was 
indebted  to  divers  persons  in  small  sums,  but  not  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  statute  declares  the  gift  to  the  wife  fraudu- 
lent, as  against  those  creditors. 

The  fraudulent  intent  was  proved  by  several  witnesses, 
one  ot  whom  only  was  impeached  pr  contradicted. 

It  is  well  settled  that  when  a  conveyance  is  executed  with 
intent  to  defraud  creditors,  it  is  void,  not  only  as  to  existing, 
but  as  to  future  creditors  {King  agt.  Wilcox,  11  Paige,  689; 
1  Story,  Eq.,  §  361  j  Case  agt.  Phelps,  drc.,  39  N.  Y., 
J64). 

The  referee  was  wrong  in  holding  the  dealings  between 
husband  and  wife  not  fraudulent,  unless  the  money  was  paid 
to  her  by  way  of  loan,  and  it  has  since  been  repaid  by 
her. 

A  loan  is  not  presumed.  It  was  a  gift  pure  and  simple. 
Although  it  was  a  gift,  a  redelivery  olf  the  money  to  the 
husband  would  probably  relieve  her  from  the  imputation  of 
fraud,  under  which  she  would  otherwise  rest,  and  for  which 
fraud  she  would  be  liable  to  her  husband's  creditors. 

But  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  such  thing  was  done,  or 
intended  to  be  done. 

Both  say  she  has  paid  in  fines,  and  for  him,  as  much  as 
she  has  received ;  but  they  have  kept  no  account  of  what 


384  NEW  YOrwK  PRACTICE  REPORTS 

Partridge  agt.  Stokes. 

— 

was  thus  paid^  if  the  payment  could  be  applied  as  a  return 
of  the  gift. 

It  will  not  do  to  allow  such  loose  and  unsatisfactory  evi- 
dence to  cover  up  the  dealings  between  the  parties  engaged 
in  defrauding  the  creditors  of  either  or  both. 

It  cannot  be  said,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  that  the 
wite  has  actually  paid  back  $100.  Although  these  parties 
are  illiterate,  they  cannot  be  relieved  altogether  from  the 
duty  of  showing,  with  reasonable  certainty,  the  precise  ex- 
tent and  nature  of  their  dealings,  when  such  dealings  are 
subjects  of  •investigation. 

It  would  not  be  tolerated  that  when  a  debtor,  intending 
to  defraud  his  creditor,  sells  his  property  to  another,  that 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  could  be  proved  by  such 
evidence  as  was  given  in  this  case.  For  the  purchaser  to 
say,  I  paid  the  price,  but  I  cannot  tell  when  or  how,  or  in 
what  sums,  would  not  be  received  as  evidence  which  would 
justify  a  court  or  jury  in  finding  the  fact  of  payment. 

On  another  trial  more  reliable  evidence  may  be  given,  that 
will  relieve  the  defense  from  the  suspicion  that  is  cast  upon 
it  by  the  testimony  of  the  defendants. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  ;  costs 
to  abide  the  event,  and  the  order  of  reference  to  be  vacated. 

Talcott  and  Smith,  JJ.^  concurred. 
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The  Anchor  Life  Insurance    Company  appellant,    agtr 

BoQER  W.  Pease,  respondent 

Where  a  general  ageni  of  a  life  insaranoe  companj,  onder  an  agreement  with  a 
physician,  tuned tk  policy  of  insarance  to  the  latter,  whereby  the  physician  agreed 
to  pay  a  certain  iam  ($284  35)  annually,  as  premium,  for  ten  years,  upon  the 
condition  that  said  agent  employ  the  assured  as  an  examining  physician  for  the 
company,  and  that  the  services  of  the  physician  should  be  paid  by  such  premium  : 
and  it  appeared,  on  the  trial  of  the  action  by  the  insnrance  company  against  the 
physician,  to  recover  the  first  premium  note  of  $284  35  that  the  agent  had  no 
authority,  by  his  agreement  with  the  company  or  otherwise,  to  make  such  an 
agreement  for  jnsurance,  and  as  the  company  hud  never,  in  apy  manner  ratified 
the  same,  the  policy  of  insnrance  was  invalid  and  the  premium  note  void. 

The  transaction  was  not  an  ordinary  one  which  would  come  under  the  general 
powers  and  duties  of  a  general  agent,  but  an  extraordinary  one  requiring  speci- 
fie  authority. 

Fourth  Departmenty  General  Term. 

Argued  at  Rochester ^  September  19 ^  1872,  and  decided  ai^ 
Syracuse,  January  3,  1873. 

Be/ore  Mullin,  P.  cT".,  Talcott  &  Smith,  J  J.     . 

This  action  was  brought  upon  a  promissory  note,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  : 
"  $234  35.  Syracuse,  May  20th,  1870. 

"  One  year  after  date,  without  grace,  for  value  received,  I 
promise  to  pay  to  the  Anchor  Life  Insurance  Company,  at 
office  at  Syracuse,  $284  35  with  interest.  The  consideration 
for  this  note  is  the  first  annual  premium  on  policy  No.  2S12, 
issued  by  said  company  on  the  life  of  R.  W.  Pease ;  and  it 
is  hereby  understood  and  agreed  that  unless  this  note  shalli 
be  paid  at  maturity  said  policy  shall  be  void,  but  this  note* 
shall  be  of  full  force  and  effect ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of 
said  assured  before  the  maturity  of  this  note,  then  the 
Vol-  XLIV.  25 
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amount  of  this  note  shall  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of 
said  policy  upon  payment  thereof.     R.  W.  Pease.'^ 

At  the  time  of  ihe  delivery  of  said  note  by  the  defendant 
the  plaintiffs  issued  their  policy  ot  insurance,  whereby,  in 
consideration  of  the  payment  to  them  of  the  sum  of  $234  35 
annually,  for  ten  years,  they  agreed  to  insure  the  life  of  the 
defendant  for  S5,000.  Said  policy  contained,  among  other 
stipulation,  the  following : 

**  The  premiums  shall  be  paid  in  cash,  only  on  the  produc- 
tion of  receipts  signed  by  the  president  or  secretary.  The 
president  and  secretary  of  the  company  are  alone  authorized 
to  make,  alter,  or  discharge  contracts,  or  to  waive  forfei- 
tures," Said  policy  was  signed  by  Cantine  &  Bliss,  gen- 
eral agents.  At  the  time  said  note  was  given  Cantine  & 
Bliss  were  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  at  Syracuse.  Mr,  Can- 
tine was  sworn  for  the  defendant,  and  stated  that  the  author- 
ity of  his  firm  to  act  for  the  plaintiff  was  in  writing;  that 
he  had  power  under  His  employment  by  the  plaintiff  to  em- 
ploy examining  phyiicians,  subject  to  plaintifi's  approvaL 
The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  evidence  on  the  ground  that 
the  agents'  authority  was  in  writing,  and  that  the  writing 
«hould  be  produced ;  but  the  referee  overruled  the  objection* 

The  defendant,  then,  introduced  in  evidence,  under  objec- 
tion, the  following  letter : 

"  Agency  Anchor  Life  Ins.  Co.,  Sjrracuse,  Aug.  2,  1870. 

R.  W.  Pease,  M.D. — Dear  Sir :  We  send  in  our  report  to- 
day, and  need  a  voucher  for  the  premium  on  your  policy  No. 
2812,  Anchor  Life.  We  have  made  the  note  to  run  six 
month^  and  as' we  expect  to  give  our  attention  to  Syracuse 
for  the  present,  we  shall  probably  cancel  the  voucher,  by 
medical  examinations,  in  a  short  time.  You  will  notice  that 
we  have  stipulated  that  medical  examinations  shall  cancel 
the  amount  of  premium.  We  have  called  twice  or  three 
times  to-day,  but  found  you  out.  Please  return  the  voucher 
by  the  bearer.     Yours,  &c.,  Cantine  &  Bliss,  Managers.'^ 

Cantine  swore  that  he   wrote  said  letter  without  the 
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knowledge  or  authority  of  the  plaintiff  and  that  he  had  no 
authority  to  contract  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  premiums  in 
medical  services.  The  defendant  swore  that  he  was  em- 
ployed by  Cantine  Sb  Bliss  as  examining  physician  for  the 
plaintiffs  and  that  he  received  the  letter  before  he  executed 
the  note. 

The  referee^  before  whom  the  case  was  tried  found  the 
following  conclusions  of  law ;  ^^  1st  That  the  said  defendant 
having  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  actual  authority  of  the 
laid  agents  had  the  right  to  deal  with  them  as  to  any  matter 
within  the  scope  of  their  apparent  authority. 

2d.  That  said  agents  having  actual  authority  to  employ 
medical  examiners,  for  said  plaintiff  might  lawfully  contract 
to  pay  them  for  their  services  in  insurance  premiums  instead 
of  money: 

9rd.  That  the  contract  to  receive  pay  for  the  said  note  in 
the  services  of  the  said  defendant  as  medical  examiner  for 
said  plaintifl^  is  a  valid  and  binding  contract  on  said 
plaintiffs,  and  is  a  defense  to  this  action.  The  plaintiffs  ap- 
pealed fnmi  the  judgment  entered  upon  said  report  to  the 
general  term. 

iRvma  G,  Vann,  for  appellant.  . 
H.  L.  Leavenworth,  for  respondent 

By  the  eourtj  Talcott,  J. — This  is  an  action  on  a  note 
given  by  the  defendant  for  a  premium  on  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  his  life,  issued  by  ihe  plaintiff.  George  A.  Cantine 
and  one  Bliss  were  agents  for  the  plaintiff  at  Syracuse* 
They  had  employed  the  defendant,  who  is  a  physician,  as  an 
examining  physician  and  surgeon  for  the  plaintiff.  The  note 
purports  to  be  payable  in  cash.  The  referee  however  finds 
upon  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  defendant 
through  theur  said  agents  for  an  insurance  upon  his  life  tor 
the  benefit  of  his  wife,  for  the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  that  the 
defendant  then  and  there  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
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J)laintiff  through  their  agents  aforesaid  whereby  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  insure  the  life  of  the  defendant  for  $5,000,  and  la 
consideration  thereof  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff the  sum  of  $284  35  annually  for  ten  years  m  his  fees  as 
a  medical  examiner  for  the  plaintiff  and  that  upon  the  said 
agreement  the  policy  was  issued. 

He  also  finds  that  the  note  in  suit  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant upon  the  same  agreement  stated  in  writing  by  thei 
plaintiff.  The  fact  is,  that  the  agreement  was  made  by  the 
Syracuse  agents  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other  ofhccra 
of  the  plaintiff. 

It  was  proved  that  the  authority  conferred  upon  the  agents 
was  in  writing  and  it  was  objected  that  it  should  be  pro- 
duced or  notice  to  produce  it  given.  The  referee,  however 
overruled  the  objection  and  the  defendant  undertook  to 
prove  the  authority  by  the  parol  testimony  of  Cantine,  the 
agent.  On  his  direct  examination  he  testified  that  he  was 
authorized  to  employ  an  examining  physician,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  plaintiff.  But  on  his  cross-examination  he 
testified  that  he  was  not  in  anyway  authorized  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  make  such  a  contract  as  the  referee  has  found.  The 
policy  signed  by  the  president  and  secretary,  and  which  the 
referee  has  found  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  simulta- 
neously with  the  making  of  the  hote,  contained  a  provision 
that  the  premiums  should  be  paid  in  cash  and  the  further 
provision  that  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  company 
are  alone  authorized  to  make,  alter  or  discharge  contracts. 

The  referee  has  found  the  contract  to  be  valid  and  binciing 
on  the  plaintifl^  on  the  ground  that  Cantine  &  Bliss  acted  as 
general  agents  of  the  company  at  Syracuse  and  so  held 
themselves  out,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the 
company  and  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  no 
notice  of  any  limitation  of  the  agent's  authority.  In  this  we 
think  the  referee  erred.  A  party  dealing  with  a  general 
agent  has  a  right  to  presume,  in  the  absence  of  any  knowl- 
edg0  of  his  actual  powers^  that  he  possesses  the  ordinary 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.     889 

Anchor  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt  Pease. 

powers  of  such  agent  The  contract,  which  the  agents  in 
this  case  assumed  to  make,  was  of  an  extraordinary  character^ 
not  shown  to  have  been  customary  or  within  the  scope  of 
the  powers  of  such  agents  and  it  cannot  be  presumed  to  have 
been  a  customary  contract,  usually  made  by  such  agents, 
especially  in  the  face  of  the  direct  provisions  to  the  contrary 
contained  in  the  policy  delivered  to  the  defendant  as  a  part 
of  the  transaction.  The  plaintiff  has  never  ratified  the  con- 
tract after  a  knowledge  of  its  terms,  but  in  fact  repudiates 
it  The  judgment  for  the  defeneanc  is  therefore  correct  as 
both  the  policy  and  the  note  are  ineffectual  and  invalid  for 
want  of  power  in  the  agent,  to  make  such  a  contract,  in  the 
absence  of  any  valid  ratification  by  the  principal,  and  the 
conclusions  of  law  of  the  referee  that  the  contract  is  valid 
and  binding  upon  the  parties,  which  would  give  effect  to 
both  the  policy  and  the  note  to  pay  in  medical  examinations, 
must  be  reversed. 

Accordingly  the  first,  second  and  third  conclusions  of  law 
of  the  referee  are  reversed,  but  the  judgment  appealed  from 
is  affirmed. 
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A  trial  fee  of  $30  !■  taxable  on  the  first  and  second  trials  each,  where  the  joey 

di^agrted  on  the  first  trial,  bat  foond  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the  second. 

A  chai^ge  of  $15  for  services  after  notice  and  before  trial,  not  exceeding  five  term 
fees,  is  also  taxable  for  each  trial. 

Also  a  fee  of  10  is  properljr  allowed  where  more  than  two  days  were  occupied  al 

each  trial,  for  soch  trials. 

A  charge  for  •tenographer's  fees  for  eopj  minntee  of  the  first  trial  is  not  allowabte. 


Special  Term  March,  1873. 
Motion  for  retaxation  of  costs, 

De  Witt  C.  Brown,  for  defH.  Day,  for  the  motion. 

l^ATHAKIEL  NiLES  fOT  plff.  OppOSed. 

Van  Vorst,  J. — This  action  was  first  tried  at  Ihe  May 
term,  1868.  The  jury  disagreed.  A  second  trial  was  had 
at  a  trial  term  in  January,  1873,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
for  defendant  Day,  each  trial  occupied  more  than  two  days. 

Defendant  claims  as  costs  a  trial  fee  ot  thirty  dollars  for 
each  of  the  terms,  also  fifteen  dollars  for  proceedings  after 
notice  of,  and  before  each  trial. 

A  trial  fee  of  thirty  dollars  is  allowed  for  ^*  every  trial "  of 
an  issue  of  fact  {Code  §  307,  Sub.  4). 

This  clearly  warrants  a  trial  fee,  although  the  jury  should 
disagree,  and  also  a  second  fee  on  a  subsequent  trial 
{Hamilton  agt.  Butler y  30  How.^  36). 

Subdivision  2  of  same  section  allows  for  all  proceedings 
after  notice  of,  and  before  trial  fifteen  doUars.  After  the 
jnry  had  disagreed  on  the  first  trial,  the  defendant  was 
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obliged  to  renotice  the  case  for  trial,  and  go  through  the 
same  proceedings  preparatory  to  the  second  trial,  that  he  had 
for  the  first.  He  was  obliged  to  have  the  case  put  on  the 
trial  calendar,  to  subpoena  his  witnesses,  and  otherwise  to 
make  adequate  preparation  for  the  trial.  A  second  charge 
of  fifteen  dollars  for  services  before  trial  is  clearly  allowable. 
**Not  exceeding  five  term  fees"  in  all,  are  allowable  notwith- 
standing second  trials  be  haid. 

Each  trial  having  occupied  more  than  two  days  ten  dollars 
additional  for  each  trial  should  be  allowed  {Subdivision  4  of 
^  307). 

The  charge  for  stenographer's  fees  for  copy  minutes  of  th^ 
first  trial  is  not  taxable  {Hamilton  agt.  Butler,  supra). 

In  support  of,  this  item  it  was  specially  alleged  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  given  on 
the  first  trial;  the  witness  having  in  the  meantime  died,  was 
necessary  for  the  second  trial,  and  that  it  was  stipulated 
between  the  attorneys  of  the  parties  that  his  evidence  should 
be  read  on  the  second  trial  from  the  stenographer's  notes 
taken  on  the  first. 

But  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff*  makes  affidavit  that  this 
evidence  was  read  from  a  copy  of  the  minutes  which  he  had 
obtained  and  for  which  he  had  paid.  In  such  case  the 
defendant  cannot  be  allowed  for  a  copy  of  the  minutes  as  a 
disbursement. 

The  affidavit  of  the  travel  and  attendance  of  witnesses 
was  sufficient  and  the  fees  were  improperly  deducted  by  the 
clerk. 

There  must  be  a  readjustment  of  the  costs.  The  clerk 
will  deduct  five  term  fees,  $50 :  stenographer's  minutes,  $14; 
and  allow  the  other  items  in  the  bill  of  costs  presented. 
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COMMISSION  OF  APPEALS. 

Chakles  W.  Eastwood  and  Henry  A.  Nichols,  plaintiffs 
and  respondents,  agt  James  McNulty  and  James 
Merritt,  defendants  and  appellants. 

^  between  partnera  there  are  no  profits  imiil  all  losses  and  expenses  are  paid,  n« 
matter  what  the  respective  interests  of  the  partners  may  be.  Profits  and  losses, 
bow  aeceriHiiied  ou  diosoluiiou  of  a  firm,  and  co-purtuei-sUip  articles  in  refercno* 
thereto,  bow  construed. 

Argued  September  23,  1871. 

Decided  January  Terwj  1872. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  first  department,  atfirming  a  judgment 
entered  on  the  report  of  John  T.  Hoffman,  referee,  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  the  defendants,  for  $4,572  96. 
The  action  was  for  an  accounting  upon  the  dissolution  of  a 
fii-m  in  which  the  respective  parties  were  partners.  The 
co-partnei*ship  articles  contained  two  articles  in  reference  to 
profits  and  losses,  the  7th  and  10th,  as  follows : 

"  VII.  The  parties  hereto  shall  bear  and  share  the  expen- 
ses and  the  losses,  if  any,  of  said  firm  equally,  share  and 
share  alike.'' 

"  X.  Upon  the  dissoldtion  or  termination  of  the  co-part- 
nership, the  property,  assets,  and  effects  thereof,  shall  be 
applied  and  divided  aai  follows :  The  debts  of  said  firm  shall 
first  be  paid,  then  the  capital  contributed  by  each  partner, 
with  all  interest  due  thereon,  shall  be  paid  in  lull,  if  there 
be  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  if  sufficient,  then  the  said 
assets,  property,  and  effects,  shall  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  said  capital  and  interest  rateably,  share  and  share  alike ; 
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and  after  the  payment  in  full  of  said  debts  and  capital,  the 
balance,  residue,  and  remainder,  being  the  net  profits  of  said 
firm,  shall  be  divided  as  follows  :  One-half  of  said  net  prof- 
its or  balance,  being  fifty  per  cent,  thereof,  and  hereby 
understood  and  taken  as  representing  the  services,  skill,  care, 
and  attention  of  said  partners  about,  in;  and  to  the  business 
of  said  firm  to  be  equally  divided  between  said  partners, 
share  and  share  alike,  and  the  other  half,  or  fifty  per  cent,  of 
said  balance  or  net  profits  to  be  divided  as  follows,  said  one- 
half  or  fifty  per  cent,  being  hereby  taken  and  understood  as 
representing  the  capital  to  be  contributed  by  said  co-partners 
to  said  concern :  To  said  Charles  W.  Eastwood,  five  83»-100 
per  cent  or  five  83J-100  dollars  of  every  fifty  dollars,  and  to 
each  of  said  other  co-partners,  McNulty,  Merritt  &  Nichols, 
fourteen  72;-100  per  cent.,  or  fourteen  722-100  dollars  of 
every  fifty  dollars  of  said  one-half  profits  or  balance,  pro- 
vided, however,  and  it  is  hereby  expressly  understood  and 
agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  hereto,  that  should  either 
partner  make  default  in  contributing  the  capital  so  as  afore- 
said agreed  to  be  contributed  by  him,  and  at  or  within  the 
time  or  times  agreed  as  aforesaid,  the  portion  or  share  of  said 
partner  or  partners  so  makmg  default  in  said  one-half  or 
fifty  per  cent,  net  profits,  representing  said  capital  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  paid  to  and  divided  among  such  partner  or 
partners  as  shdl  not  make  default  in  the  payment  of  his 
share  or  portion  of  capital  within  the  time  so  agreed  upon 
as  aforesaid,  said  profits  to  be  divided  as  often  as  there  shall 
be  sufficient  accumulated  for  that  purpose.'* 

David  McAdam,  for  appellant. 
S.  F.  Fbesbian,  for  respondent 

Hunt,  Comr. — ^As  an  original  question  of  book-keeping, 
the  plaintifl^  are  in  the  right. 

There  are  no  profits  until  all  losses  and  expenses  are  paid« 
No  matter  what  the  proportions  may  be  in  which  the  part* 
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ners  are  to  share  in  the  profits,  or  to  bear  the  losses;  the 
losses  and  expenses  on  the  one  side,  and  the  gains  on  the 
other,  are  first  to  be  compared.  If  the  gains  exceed  the 
losses  and  expenses,  it  is  a  case  of  profits,  and  profits  are  to 
be  divided  among  the  partners  in  the  proportion  agreed  upon. 
If  the  losses  and  expenses  exceed  the  gains,  it  is  a  case  of 
loss,  and  the  balance  is  to  be  borne  by  the  partners  as  agreed 
upon.  In  each  case  the  one  side  of  the  equation  must  be 
first  deducted  from  the  other,  and  the  residue  remaining  is 
the  subject  to  be  disposed  of. 

The  defendants  insist  that  in  this  case  there  is  a  special 
agreement  that  the  losses  and  expenses  are  to  be  borne 
equally  by  the  parties.  These  losses  and  expenses,  they 
then  insist,  must  be  deducted  preliminarily,  and  paid  one 
fourth  by  each  partner  and  the  residue  only  is  subject  to 
disposition  under  the  articles  of  copartnership. 

I  cannot  agree  to  this  argument.  I  do  not  think  the  par- 
ties intended  their  agreement  to  be  so  construed.  The  sev- 
enth article  and  the  tenth  are  to  be  construed  together.  li 
they  are  not  in  entire  harmony,  the  latter  must  prevail, 
when  the  question  arises  upon  a  dissolution,  as  it  does  at 
this  time.  If  there  is  any  force  in  the  defendants'  argument, 
the  seventh  section  is  applicable  to  cases  arising  while  the 
business  is  in  progress.  Thus,  on  the  first  day  of  May,  it  is 
ascertained  that  the  firm  has  lost  $1,000  by  the  dishonesty 
of  a  clerk,  or  the  failure  of  a  debtor,  or  that  they  have  been 
compelled  to  pay  $1,000  of  duties  on  their  importations. 
The  defendant,  McNulty,  says  this  is  a  loss  or  expense  now 
pressing  upon  us,  and  it  must  be  at  once  provided  for.  I 
pay  my  one  fourth,  and  I  require  that  my  partners  should 
at  once  pay  the  remaining  portions.  That  is  not  the  present 
case.  The  present  is  the  case  of  a  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship, and  the  order  of  proceeding  in  that  case  is  specifically 
ptovided  for  by  article  ten.  Thus  it  is  provided  that  upon 
the  dissolution  or  termination  of  the  co-partnership,  the 
property,  assets  and  effects  shall  be  divided  as  follows :   The 
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debts  of  the  said  firm  shall  first  be  paid^  then  ihe  capital  con- 
tributed by  each  partner,  with  interest  thereon,  shall  be  paid 
iu  full ;  then  tHe  remainder  shall  be  divided  as  follows :  One- 
half  thereof  equally  between  the  partners ;  i.  e.y  one-fourth 
to  each ;  the  remaining  one-half  according  to  the  several 
amounts  of  capital  furnished,  as  specifically  set  forth.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  of  the  meaning  of  this  article,  to  wit,  that 
from  and  out  of  the  assets  and  means  in  gross,  the  debts 
ehall  first  be  paid.  From  and  out  of  the  remainder  the  capi- 
tal shall  be  returned.  What  still  remains  shall  be  divided 
into  two  equal  half  parts.  Of  these,  one  shall  be  distributed 
among  the  partners  equally.  The  other  shall  be  divided  ac- 
cording to  the  capital  furnished,  as  therein  set  forth.  This 
section  controls  the  disposition  now  to  be  made,  and  the 
referee  did  right  in  following  it. 

I  do  not  intend  to  say  that  in  any  case  the  defendants'  con- 
struction of  the  seventh  article  is  a  sound  one.  Its  operation 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  there  are  four  partners,  and 
where  two  contribute  much  the  larger  portion  of  the  capi- 
tal, would  be  unequal  and  unjust.  By  a  charge  of  one 
fourth  of  the  debts,  and  a  credit  of  one  sixth  of  the  profits, 
a  partner  might  soon  be  ruined,  while  the  firm  should  prosper 
and  grow  rich.  If  a  partner  intelligently  entered  into  such  a 
bargain,  he  might  be  held  to  it.  But  where  there  is  another  ar- 
ticle which  might  reasonably  be  held  to  give  a  different  character 
to  it,  it  should  be  decided  in  accordance  with  the  latter  pro- 
vision. The  question  bciore  us  falls  within  the  very  words 
of  the  tenth  article,  being  the  case  of  a  dissolution  or  ter- 
mination of  the  partnership,  and  the  decision  has  been  in 
accordance  with  its  provisions. 

The  defendants  are  jointly  liable,  for  the  reason  that  they 
took  the  assets  of  the  firm,  not  as  partners  therein,  but  joint- 
ly as  members  of  a  new  firm.  McNulty  and  Merritt,  the 
new  concern,  took  all  the  property  of  the  old  firm,  and  as- 
aunied  to  distribute  the  property  to  those  entitled  to  it. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Wm.  H.  Leonabd^  Comr. — The  defendants  claim  that  the 
losses  mentioned  in  the  seventh  article  of  the  co-partnership 
agreement  refer  to  the  bad  and  uncollectable  debts  and 
assets  of  the  business ,  and  that  a  division  of  these  ^^  equally, 
share  and  share  alike/'  as  there  agreed  on^  requires  that  an 
equal  amount  of  them  should  be  charged  to  each  partner 
individually. 

Such  a  construction  is  clearly  repugnant  to  the  subse- 
quent provision  of  the  tenth  article.  The  provisions  of  that 
article  relate  to  a  division  of  the  assets  upon  a  dissolution  or 
termination  of  the  co-partnership.  It  directs  that  the  capital 
contributed  by  each  partner  shall,  after  the  payment  of  lia- 
bilities, be  paid  in  full  with  interest^  if  there  be  sufficient, 
and  if  insufficient,  rateably,  share  and  share  alike;  and  then 
provides  for  the  division  of  the  balance  of  assets  remaining, 
or  net  profits.  The  result  of  the  whole  business  was  a  small 
net  gain  upon  the  capital  invested.  According  to  the  tenth 
article,  the  capital  of  each  partner  should  be  re-paid  with 
interest,  and  the  gains  or  profits  should  also  be  divided^  giv- 
ing each  member  a  certain  fixed  proportion. 

But  by  considering  the  word  "losses^  in  the  seventh 
article  as  referring  to  the  bad  debts,  &c.,  the  defendants, 
who,  by  the  dissolution,  were  entrusted  with  the  settlement 
of  the  business  and  the  possession  of  the  assets,  divide  the 
amount  equally,  and  charge  that  proportion  to  each  partner 
individually,  thereby  swelling  the  indebtedness  of  each  to  the 
business.  The  result  of  this  construction  is  to  absorb  the 
whole  capital  of  Eastwood  as  well  as  his  share  of  the  net 
profits.  Tiiat  is  the  provisions  of  the  tenth  article  as  to  the 
assets  remaining  after  the  payment  of  all  liabilities,  is  wholly 
inoperative  as  to  Eastwood. 

The  word  "  losses, '^  in  the  connection  in  which  it  occurs 
in  the  seventh  article,  is  ambiguous.  It  does  not  necessarily 
refer  to  bad  debts  or  depreciation  of  stock.  The  usual  sig- 
nification of  "losses,^'  when  applied  to  the  business  of 
a  partnership  refers  to  the  diminution  or  depreciation   of 
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capital.  The  losses  by  bad  debts  and  depreciation  of  stock 
is  chargeable  to  the  whole  business^  usually  in  tiie  "  profit  and 
loss  account,''  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  there 
has  been  a  gain  or  loss  in  the  business.  By  the  tenth  article, 
if  the  assets  proved  to  be  insufficient  to  return  the  capital 
upon  dissolution,  the  amount  remaining  after  the  payment  of 
liabilities  was  to  be  divided  rateably.  It  is  clear  and  unam- 
biguous that  each  partner  was  to  be  paid  his  capital  if  the 
assets  were  sufficient ;  and  if  insufficient,  that  the  amount 
remaining  was  to  be  shared  rateably  upon  a  dissolution. 

This  examination  shows  conclusively  that  the  construction 
of  the  defendants  could  not  have  been  the  understanding  or 
the  intention  of  the  parties.  A  reference  to  the  phraseology 
makes  it  further  evident,  or  probable,  that  the  losses  by  bad 
debts,  &c.,  should  be  borne  by  the  business  in  the  usual  man- 
ner, charging  them  to  profit  and  loss.  The  words,  "share  and 
share  alike,"  are  used  in  the  tenth  article  inappropriately. 

In  case  the  assets  are  insufficient  to  pay  the  capital  in  full 
they  are  to  be  applied  "  rateably,  share  and  share  alike." 
This  is  a  contradiction  in  terms.  It  seems  quite  probable 
that  the  words  "  equally,  share  and  share  alike,"  in  the 
seventh  article,  are  there  used  inconsiderately  and  inartifi- 
cially,  without  expressing  the  real  meaning  or  intention  of 
the  parties. 

Whether  we  refer  our  construction  of  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  the  repugnancy  of  the  two  articles  or  the  ambigu- 
ity of  the  phraseology,  we  are  warranted  in  holding,  with  the 
referee  and  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  that  the 
bad  debts  and  care  chargeable  to  the  business,  and  that  the 
surplus,  after  the  payment  of  liabilities,  is  to  be  divided 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  tenth  article.  The  seventh 
article  is  ambiguous  in  its  terms.  The  tenth  is  definite  and 
certain  ;  and  if  we  refer  the  losses  spoken  of  in  the  prior 
article  to  a  depreciation  of  the  capital,  there  is,  then,  no  re- 
pugnancy.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

All  concur;  judgment  affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  court- 
Frederick  S.  Winston  agt,  Stephen  Engush. 

The  object  of  allowing  an  eiramlnation  to  be  had  before  issae  joined,  of  an  adyer8# 
party,  ander  $391  of  the  Code  is  not  to  enable  the  plaintiflT  to  ascertain  whether 
he  has  a  caase  of  action,  bat  to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimouj  in  eapport 
of  a  canse  of  actioa,  which  he  has  good  reason  to  believe  he  has,  and  especially 
of  those  facts  of  which  he  has  reasonable  groands  for  believing  the  defendant  has 
a  peculiar  knowledge,  which  he  keeps  concealed  within  his  own  breast. 

Nor  is  it  to  enable  a  defendant  to  ascertain  whether  he  has  a  defense,  bat  to  enable 

*  him  to  obtain  testimonj  in  sapport  of  a  defense  which  he  has  good  reaacui  to 
to  believe  he  has. 

This  case  is  an  action  for  a  libel,  and  the  application  for  plaintilTs  examination  is 
made  npon  defendant's  affidavit,  which  shows  the  service  of  a  complaint  upon 
him,  bat  does  not  describe  the  nature  of  the  libel.  No  copj  complaint  is  attached, 
nor  has  any  been  sabmitted  to  the  coart. 

The  affidavit  states  that  the  defendant  is  advised  that  the  examination  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  necessary  and  material  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him,  the  defendant,  to 
frame  his  answer  to  the  complaint,  and  to  plead  and  prove  the  facts  and  dream- 
stances  songht  to  be  discovered  in  jastifieation  or  mitigation  of  damages.  It  also 
states  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  each  examination,  and  conclades  by  ennmer- 
ating  a  great  variety  of  matters. 

Bat  the  defendant  does  not  show  by  whom  he  has  been  advised,  as  stated— does 
not  say  that  he  has  no  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to 
the  matters  charged  against  him,  and  yet  does  not  disclose  what  knowledge  or 
information  he  does  possess.  No  facts  are  stated  from  which  the  materiality  or 
necessity  of  such  examination  can  be  gathered. 

As  the  case  stands,  the  defendant  has  not  only  neglected  to  bring  himself  within 
the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court  relative  to  the  examination  of  a  party  noder 
(391  of  the  Code  before  issue  joined,  but  has  failed  to  satisfy  the  court  of  the 
good  faith  of  his  application. 

The  examination  of  adverse  parties  and  bills  of  discovery  considered  under  the 
common  law,  the  Revised  Statutes,  court  of  chancery,  and  the  Code. 


At  Special  Term^  February^  1873. 

John  K.  Porter  and  Robert  Sewell,  for  plaintiff  and 

motion, 
Thomas  Darlington  and  T.  C.  T.  Buckley,  far  de- 

fendant  opposed. 
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FR£ED3f  AN,  J. — ^This  is  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  here- 
tofore made,  and  a  summons  thereupon  issued  for  the  exam- 
ination of  the  plaintiflF,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  under  ^391 
of  the  Code.  The  motici  is  made  upon  said  order  and 
summons,  and  the  affiduvic^  upon  which  they  were  granted 
and  issued  respectively,  and  the  grounds  of  the  motion  are  : 

1.  That  the  affidavit  aforesaid  does  not  bring  the  case 
within  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court  concerning  the 
examination  of  parties  before  issue  joined. 

2.  That  the  case  is  one  in  which  such  examination  can- 
not be  had ;  and 

3.  That  said  order  and  summons  were  improvidently 
ksued. 

The  proper  determination  of  the  questions  involved  in  the 
points  raised,  requires  a  somewhat  extensive  examination  of 
the  course  of  legislation  and  the  practice  of  the  courts  con- 
cerning applications  for  discovery  and  the  examination  of 
adverse  parties. 

In  former  times  when  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
chancery  and  the  courts  of  law  was  kept  strictly  separate, 
it  often  happened  that  a  party  had  a  full  and  perfect  cause 
of  action  or  defense  to  which  the  courts  of  law  could  apply 
an  adequate  and  appropriate  remedy,  but  that  such  remedy, 
by  reason  of  the  absence  of  legal  proof  to  maintain  the  facts 
on  which  it  was  founded,  but  for  the  interference  oj  a  court 
of  equity  would  entirely  fail.  The  party  against  whom  that 
remedy  was  sought,  could,  at  law,  in  most  cases,  protect 
himself  by  his  silence  against  a  disclosure  of  those  facts,  and 
thus  defeat  both  the  legal  and  conscientious  rights  of  his 
adversary. 

But  here,  says  Mr.  Graham,  in  his  valuable  work  on  juris- 
diction, the  power  of  the  court  of  chancery  stepped  in  to 
prevent  this  injustice ;  and  acting  as  it  did  in  all  cases  upon 
the  conscience  of  the  party,  by  compelling  a  discovery  on 
oath,  it  placed  in  the  possession  of  the  court  of  law  the 
means   unattainable  by  the  latter's  form  of  proceeding— of 
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enforcing  those  rights^  which  would  have  otherwise  remained 
entirely  unprotected.  The  bill  usually  distinguislied  by  the 
title  of  a  bill  of  discovery,  was  a  bill  for  the  discovery  of 
facts  resting  in  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  named  there- 
iu;  or  of  deeds  or  writings,  or  other  things  in  his  custody  or 
power,  and  seeking  no  relief  in  consequence  of  the  discov-^ 
ery,  though  it  usually  prayed  an  injunction  against  the  pro- 
ceedings at  law  until  the  discovery  was  made.  And 
although  the  more  usual  application  was  for  a  discovery 
in  aid  of  an  action  really  pending,  yet  the  existence  of  the 
action  was  not  considered  indispensably  necessary  so  that  in 
case  of  prima  facie  ground  for  an  action,  the  court  consid- 
ered itself  at  liberty  to  compel  a  discovery  in  aid  of  the 
action  to  be  brought. 

The  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  was  restricted,  however, 
by  salutary  rules  intended  to  prevent  its  abuse.  One  of 
these  was,  that  the  complainant,  in  the  bill,  had  to  show  the 
clear  necessity  of  a  discovery,  and  where  the  bill  was,  by  a 
defendant  at  law,  that  the  facts  sought  were  material  to  his 
defense.  For  where  the  facts  depended  on  the  testimony  of 
witnesses,  and  the  court  at  law  could  compel  their  attend- 
ance, or  where  the  court  at  law  had  the  means  of  ascertain- 
ing the  facts  by  examination  of  the  same  party,  or  by  refer- 
ence to  records  or  otherwise,  or  where  the  assistance  of  a 
court  of  equity  did  not  appear  material  or  necessary  to  the 
support  or  defense  of  an  action,  chancery  refused  to  interfere ; 
so  it  would  not  sustain  a  bill  of  discovery  merely  to  get  ad- 
missions to  be  used  in  mitigation  of  damages  in  an  action  of 
trespass  at  law  {Gelston  agt.  Hoyt^  1  Johns.  Ch.,  543). 

Another  rule  was,  that  the  discovery  sought,  if  made, 
should  not  subject  the  defendant  in  the  bill  to  pains,  penal- 
ties, or  forfeitures,  it  being  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the 
court  that  equity  does  not  assist  the  recovery  of  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture  whether  it  flow  from  the  act  of  the  party  him- 
self or  from  the  statute.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  grew 
out  of  express  statutory  provisions,  which,  in  certain  caseati. 
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specially  limited  the  eftect  of  the  discovery  to  the  object  of 
the  civil  proceeding  in  aid  of  which  it  was  sought. 

Still  another  rule  was,  that  the  discovery  should  be  for  the 
attainment  of  an  object  which  the  court  could  approve. 
Hence,  where  such  assistance  was  sought  in  support  ot  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  plaintifi's  ex- 
penditure in  sumptuous  entertainments  to  ladies  of  fortune, 
which  the  defendant  had  undertaken  to  pay,  the  objects  of 
such  entertainments  having  been  the  introduction  of  the 
latter  with  a  view  to  an  advantageous  marriage.  The  court 
of  Chancery  in  England  refused  to  interfere  {King  agt.  BurVy 
3  Meriv.j  639). 

So  where  such  aid  was  sought  for  the  purpose  of  defend- 
ing an  action  upon  a  contract,  which,  though  perhaps  not 
strictly  iUegal  as  between  the  parties  was  injurious  to  thQ 
public,  a  discovery  was  refused  {Cousins  agt.  Smithy  13 
Fc5.,642). 

In  the  coupe  of  time  a  practice  grew  up  at  common  law  that 
where  a  plaintiff  declared  upon  a  written  instrument  the  de- 
fendant might  have  a  copy  of  it  by  taking  out  a  summons 
before  a  judge  at  chambers,  who,  thereupon,  made  an  order 
that  a  copy  of  the  instrument  be  forthwith  delivered  to  the 
defendant  or  his  attorney,  and  that  all  proceedings  in  the 
action  be  stayed  in  the  meantime.  Lord  Mansfield  laid  it 
down  as  a  rule  that  if  the  papers,  of  which  the  inspection 
and  leave  to  copy  them  is  prayed,  are  such  as  the  party  could 
get  at,  or  a  bill  in  equity  for  a  discovery,  the  application 
ought  to  be  complied  with  at  law  to  avoid^the  delay  and  ex- 
pense of  the  remedy  by  bill.  In  the  state  of  New  York, 
however,  the  courts  very  much  confined  this  principle,  and 
until  the  Revised  Statutes,  chancery  was,  almost  in  all  cases, 
resorted  to  when  a  discovery  was  required. 

But  under  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  B.  5.,  199),  power  was 
conferred  upon  the  supreme  court  by  general  rules  to  estab- 
lish, modify,  alter,  and  amend  the  practice  in  the  said  court 
in  the  cases  not  provided  for  by  any  statute  {Sec.  19).     The 
Vol.  XLIV.  26 
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Slst  Section  empowered  the  court  in  all  ^  proper  cases 
to  compel  any  party,  to  a  suit  pending  therein,  to  produce 
and  discover  books,  papers,  and  documents  in  his  possession 
or  power,  relative  to  the  merits  of  any  such  suit,  or  of  any 
defense  therein. 

The  22d  section  directed  the  court,  by  general  rules,  to 
prescribe  the  cases  in  which  such  discovery  might  be  com- 
pelled, and  the  proceedings  for  that  purpose  not  given  by  the 
statute.  It  also  provided  that  therein  the  court  should  be 
governed  by  the  principles  and  practice  of  the  court  uf 
chancery  in  compelling  discovery. 

The  24th  section  provides  that  every  such  order  for  dis- 
covery may  be  vacated  by  the  officer  granting  the  same  or 
by  the  court. 

1.  Upon  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  granted. 

2.  Upon  the  discovery  sought  being  made,  and 

3.  Upon  the  party  required  to  make  the  discovery,  deriv- 
ing, on  oath,  the  possession  or  control  of  the  books,  papers, 
tor  documents,  ordered  to  be  produced. 

In  pursuance  of  these  statutory  provisions  the  supreme 
•court,  by  rules,  determined  the  cases  in  which  applications 
for  discovery  might  be  made  in^the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  Revised  Statutes  {Rule  28)  and  prescribed  the  nature  of 
the  proof  to  be  furnished  as  to  the  necessity  and  materiality 
of  the  relief  sought  {Rule  29). 

The  original  act  being  confined  to  the  supreme  court,  it 
was  afterwards  extended  to  the  superior  court  and  the  New 
York  common  pleas,  both  of  which  adopted,  word  for  word, 
the  rules  of  the  supreme  court  in  relation  to  the  practice 
under  it  {Laws  of  1830,  18,  §  3  ;  Laws  of  184:1,  22-,  Supe- 
rior Court  Rules,  ^2-75 ;    Common  Fleas^  Rules,  32-35). 

These  statutory  provisions  and  rules  related  exclusively  to 
actions  at  law.  But  after  the  abolition  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery by  the  Constitution  of  1846,  and  of  the  distinction 
between  JWiits  at  law  and  in  equity  by  the  Code,  they  became 
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applicable  to  all  cases,  subject,  however,  to  the  power  of 
the  courts  to  alter,  amend,  and  modify  the  same. 

The  remedy  for  obtaining  discovery  was  still  further  en- 
larged by  another  provision  of  the  Code,  which  empowers 
the  court,  before  which  an  action  is  pending,  or  a  judge 
thereof,  in  their  discretion,  to  order  either  party  to  give  to 
the  other,  within  a  specified  time,  an  inspection  arid  copy, 
or  pei-mission  to  take  a  copy  ol  any  books,  papers,  or  docu- 
ments in  his  posser^ion  or  under  his  control,  containing 
evidence  relating  to  the  merits  of  the  action  or  the  defense 
therein  {Sec.  3SS). 

The  distinction  between  the  common  law  remedy  of  dis- 
covery, the  remedy  provided  for  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  that  of  the  Code,  may,  therefore,  be  briefly  stated  to 
be  as  follows : 

1.  At  common  law  the  power  of  the  court  to  compel 
the  production  of  writings  in  actions  pending,  was  confined 
to  those  which  were  the  foundation  of  the  action.  Being 
evidentiary  only,  was  not  enough. 

2.  The  Revised  Statutes  and  the  rules  of  court,  made 
in  pursuance  thereof,  embrace  all  writings,  which,  in  any 
way,  relate  to  the  merits,  provided  their  production  could 
formerly  have  been  enforced  by  bill  in  chancery. 

3.  Section  388  of  the  Code,  on  the  other  hand,  leaves 
pretty  much  everything  but  the  nature  of  the  writings 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court.  These  mnst  either  be,  or 
contain  evidence,  relating  to  the  merits  of  the  action  or  the 
defense  therein. 

Tlie  difference  in  the  consequences  of  a  refusal  to  comply 
witli  the  order  under  these  different  remedies,  does  not  re- 
quire to  be  considered  here. 

Next  in  order,  it  is  to  be  noticed,  that  the  Code  abolished 
the  action  to  obtain  discovery,  under  oath,  in  aid  of  the 
prosecution  or  defense  of  another  action  {Sec.  389),  and  sub- 
stituted therefor,  as  an  additional  and  cumulative  remedy  to 
those  already  noticed,  the  examination  of  a  party  as  a  wit- 
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ness  on  behalf  of  the  adverse  party,  so  that  now  a  party 
may  examine  his  adversary  as  a  witness  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  witness,  either  at  the  trial  conditionally  or  upon 
commission  {Sec.  390),  and  the  examination,  instead  of  being 
had  at  the  trial  may  even  be  had  at  any  time  before  trial,  at 
the  option  of  the  party  claimmg  it  {Sec.  391).  The  exterm- 
ination, when  thus  taken  before  trial,  is  to  be  filed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  examination  of  a  witness  taken  de  bene 
esse  is  required  to  be  filed,  and  may,  thereupon,  be  read 
by  either  party  on  the  trial  {Sec.  392). 

These  provisions  altered  only  the  mode  of  obtaining  a 
discovery,  and  they  abolished  only  the  form,  but  not  the 
nature  of  the  relief  formerly  obtained  by  bill.  The  rules 
and  practice  of  the  courts  which  were  not  inconsistent  with 
the  changes  introduced  by  the  Code,  were  expressly  con- 
tinued in  force  {sec.  389  o/ 1848),  and  that  section  was  subse- 
quently amended  so  as  to  continue  the  power  of  the  courts 
to  relax,  modify,  or  alter  the  same  {sec.  469,  as  amended  in 
1849).  Provision  was  also  made  for  a  convention  of  judges 
to  make  general  rules  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  Code,  and  such  other  rules,  not  inconsistent  with  the 
Code,  as  might  be  deemed  proper  {sec.  470  as  added  in 
1849).  By  an  amendment  ot  this  section  in  1851,  another 
convention  of  judges  was  directed  to  be  held  to  revise  the 
said  rules,  and  by  a  second  amendment,  made  in  1852,  it 
was  further  provided,  that  the  convention  should  consist  of 
the  judges  of  the  supreme  court,  of  the  superior  court  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  of  the  court  of  common  pleas 
for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York ;  that  the  same  should 
meet  every  two  years,  and  at  every  such  meeting  should 
revise  the  general  rules  and  make  such  amendments  thereto, 
and  such  further  rules,  not  inconsistent  with  the  Code,  as  may 
be  deemed  necessary  to  carry  it  into  full  effect. 

The  courts,  therefore,  continued  to  regulate  by  rule  the 
cases,  and  the  manner,  in  which  a  discovery  could  be  had,  and 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  proof  to  be  submitted  on  the 
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making  of  the  application.  But  no  rule  concerning  the  ap- 
plication for  the  examination  of  a  party  before  trial^  under 
section  391  ^  was  enacted  until  iS70.  In  the  absence  of  such 
a  rule  the  practice  of  several  of  the  courts  soon  commenced 
to  differ.   . 

While  the  supreme  court  held  that  under  that  section  a 
party  cannot  be  examined  before  issue  joined  {Bell  agt.  Eich- 
mondy  50  Barb.y  571),  this  court  maintained  that  in  case  of 
clear  necessity,  the  examination  may  be  had  immediately 
after  the  service  of  the  summons  {Mc  Vickar  agt.  Greenleafj 
4  Bobts.y  657,  S.  C.^sub  nom. ;  McVickar  agt.  Ketchumy  1 
Abb.y  N.  S^  452). 

In  the  last  named  case  the  necessity  existing  for  an  im- 
mediate examination  was  conceded,  provided  the  right  to 
the  examination  existed,  which  was  denied.  The  necessity 
arose  from  the  circumstance  that  the  defendant,  Edward  B. 
Ketchum,  was  about  to  plead  guilty  to  an  indictment,  and 
that  the  entry  of  such  plea  had  been  postponed,  with  the 
sanction  of  the  court  in  which  the  indictment  was  pending, 
for  the  purpose  of  allowing  bis  testimony  to  be  taken  in  civil 
suits. 

But,  although  the  decision  was  in  favor  of  the  immediate 
right  of  examination,  the  court,  nevertheless,  directed  that 
the  examination  should  proceed  after  service  of  a  copy  of  a 
verified  complaint.  FulUrton  agt.  Gaylord  (J.Eobts.f  551), 
was  decided  upon  the  authority  of  McVickar  Sigt  Ketchum, 
In  Duffy  agt.  Lynch  (36  How.y  509),  however,  it  was  further 
h«ld  in  this  court,  that  to  prevent  abuse,  a  party  applying 
for  the  examination  of  his  adversary  before  issue  joined  must 
show  by  affidavit,  with  as  much  particularity  and  certainty 
as  his  own  knowledge,  or  information  from  others  will  per- 
mit, the  facts  which  will  enable  the  court  to  restrict  the 
examination  within  reasonable  limits,  and  to  rule  intelligently 
upon  objections  taken  to  questions  propounded. 

This  conflict  of  judicial  opinion  continued  to  exist  until 
the  passage  of  the  21st  rule  adopted  by  the  convention  of 
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judges,  which  met  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  chapter 
408  of  the  laws  of  1870. 

.The  rjile  is  as  follows ;  "  The  application  for  an  examina- 
tion, under  section  391  of  the  Code,  shall  be  upon  an  xUfi- 
davit  disclosing  the  nature  of  the  discovery  sought,  to  enable 
the  pnrty  to  frame  his  complaint  or  answer,  or  to  prove  his 
case  or  defense  upon  the  trial,  and  how  the  same  is  material 
in  aid  of  the  prosecution  or  defense/' 

In  connection  with  this  rule  the  said  convention  re-enacted 
the  i4th,  15th,  16th  and  17th  rules  of  1858  as  rules  18,  19, 
20  and  22  of  the  new  revision,  but  with  an  amendment  to  the 
15th  its  an  additional  safeguard  against  abuse*     Prior  to  1858  . 
the  suid  rule  had  read  as  follows: 

"The  moving  papers  on  the  application  for  such  discovery 
shall  state  the  facts  and  circumstances  on  which  the  same  is 
claimed,  and  shall  be  verified  by  affidavit,  stating  that  the 
books,  papers  and  documents  w^hereof  discovery  is  sought, 
are  not  in  the  possession  nor  under  the  control  of  the  party 
applying  therefor.'' 

To  that  the  following  addition  was  made  in  1858: 

*'  Tiie  party  applying  shall  show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  or  judge,  the  materiality  and  necessity  of  the  discovery 
sought,  and  the  particular  infonnation  which  he  requires." 

And  to  this  the  convention  of  1870  made  the  further 
addition : 

"  And  that  there  are  entries  in  the  book  or  paper  referred 
to  of  the  matter  he  seeks  a  discovery  of 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  while  the  legislature,  represent- 
ing the  progressive  power  of  the  state,  from  time  to  time  ex- 
tcf^ided  the  right  of  discovery  to  new  classes  of  cases,  and 
provided  new  and  additional  remedies  for  securing  it;  it  con- 
stantly looked  to  the  courts  as  the  representative  power  of 
the  conservative  element,  for  the  prevention  of  the  abuse  of 
the  letter  of  the  law  in  individual  cases.  In  the  discharge 
of  this  duty  the  courts  always  were  and  still  are  govern^, 
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in  case  of  doubt,  by  the  principles  and  practice  which  pre- 
vailed in  the  court  of  chancery. 

Whenever,  therefore,  a  party  applies,  under  sec.  391,  alter 
issue  joined,  for  the  examination  of  the  adverse  party  as  to 
matters  within  the  issues,  the  application  is  usually  granted 
as  a  matter  of  course  and  of  absolute  right.  In  such  case 
slight  evidence  is  sufBcient  to  satisfy  the  court  as  to  the 
materiality  of  the  discovery  sought. 

But  when  the  examination  is  sought  at  an  earlier  stage, 
where  the  danger  of  abuse  is  imminent,  and  the  difficulty 
of  restricting  the  examination  within  reasonable  limits  great, 
the  court  is  bound  to  ascertain  by  evidence,  not  only  that  the 
examination  is  material,  and  how  it  is  material,  but  also 
that  it  is  made  in  good  faith,  and  for  a  necessary  and  proper 
purpose. 

If  all  this  is  shown  affirmatively,  the  examination  is  a  matter 
of  right,  but  otherwise  not. 

For  the  object  of  allowing  the  examination  to  be  had 
before  issue  joined^  is  not  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  ascertain 
whether  he  has  a  cause  of  action,  but  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
testimony  in  support  of  a  cause  of  action,  which  he  has 
good  reason  to  believe  he  has,  and  especially  of  those  facts 
of  which  he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  the  defend- 
ant  has  a  peculiar  knowledge,  wh'ch  he  keeps  concealed 
within  his  own  breast  (36  Uow.j  509). 

Upon  the  same  principle  the  examination  cannot  be  had  to 
enable  a  defendant  to  ascertain  whether  he  has  a  defense,  but 
to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimony  in  support  of  a  defense, 
which  he  has  good  reason  to  believe  he  has. 

One  of  the  great  benefits  to  be  expected  from  the  exaAi- 
ination  of  the  parties,  say  the  learned  codifiers,  is  the  relief 
it  will  afford  to  the  rest  of  the  community,  in  exempting: 
them,  to  a  considerable  degree,  from  attendance  as  witnesses 
to  prove  facts  which  the  parties  respectively  know,  atfd 
ought  never  to  disputej  and  would  not  dispute^  if  they  were  pui 
on  their  oaths  (Rep.  of  Com.  on  Pr.  and  PZ.,  244) 
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Now  the  case  under  consideration  is  an  action  for  libel,  and 
the  application  for  plaintiff's  examination  is  made  upon  de- 
fendant's affidavit^  which  shows  the  service  of  a  complaint 
upon  him,  but  does  not  describe  the  nature  of  the  libel.  No 
copy  of , the  complaint  is  attached,  nor  has  any  been  sub^ 
mitted  on  this  motion.  In  fact,  both  parties  have  seen  fit  to 
withhold  from  me  the  facts  constituting  the  libel  The  affi- 
davit states  that  the  defendant  is  advised  that  the  examina- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  is  necessary  and  material  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  defendant  to  frame  bis  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  to  plead  and  prove  the  facts  and  circumstances 
sought  to  be  discovered  in  justification  or  in  mitigation  of 
damages.  The  defendant  ahd  swears  that  he  expects  to 
prove  by  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff  the  substantial 
truth  of  all  the  allegations  averred  to  have  been  made  or 
published  by  the  defendant  concerning  the  plaintiff.  And 
thereupon  the  affidavit  concludes  with  the  enumeration 
of  a  great  variety  of  matters  respecting  which  discovery  is 
sought 

But  the  defendant  does  not  show  by  whom  he  has  been 
advised  as  stated.  He  does  not  say  that  be  has  no  knowl- 
edge or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
matters  charged  against  him,  and  yet  he  does  not  disclose 
what  knowledge  or  information  he  does  possess.  He  is 
silent  even  as  to  his  belief  in  the  premises.  No  facts  are 
stated  from  which  the  materiality  or  necessity  of  the 
proposed  examination  can  be  gathered,  nor  is  it  alleged  or 
shown  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  facts 
and  circumstances  sought  to  be  discovered.  On  the  con- 
trary, most  of  them,  if  true  and  relevant,  appear  to  be  sus- 
ceptible of  easy  proof  by  quite  a  number  of  other  witnesses. 
And  beyond  all  that  it  can  be  planily  seen  that  the  defend- 
ant, if  really.desirous  of  relying  on  the  truth  ol  the  libellous 
matter  published  as  a  defense  already  possesses  all  the  knowl- 
edge or  information  which  he  requires  for  putting  in  a  plea  ol 
justification  or  of  mitigating  circumstances,  especially   ai 
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the  Code  permits  him  to  do  it  oq  mere  information  and 
belief. 

Courts  protect  character,  and,  therefore,  they  will  not  as- 
sist in  giving  increased  publicity  to  scandalous  matter  except 
when  absolutely  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  justice.  A 
man  who  publishes  a  libel  should  be  in  a  condition  to  prove 
it.  Consequently,  if  the  doctrine  exists  at  all,  that  a  party 
may  first  publish  a  libel  and  then  examine  the  person  injured 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  out  of  the  latter's  mouth  the 
truth  of  the  charge,  which,  however,  has  been  denied  in 
several  instances,  it  certainly  should  not  be  extended  except 
in  case  of  clear  and  absolute  necessity  beyond  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Marsh  agt.  Davison^  (9  FaigCj  580),  where  it  was  said, 
that  in  order  that  a  defendant  in  a  libel  suit  may  have  a  dis- 
covery to  aid  his  defense  he  must  state  a  good  defense,  and 
then  show  the  materiality  of  the  discovery. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  whatever  the  rule  may  be  it 
should  be  relaxed  whenever  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the 
defendant  published  the  libel  in  the  course  of  the  publica- 
tions of  a  newspaper,  and  the  suggestion  was  made,  that  such 
is  the  fact,  in  the  case  before  me.  Although  there  is  no  evi- 
dence to  this  effect,  I  have,  nevertheless,  considered  the  point. 
In  this  connection  I  will  state  that  I  am  not  one  of  those 
who  believe  that  unlimited  liberty  of  speech,  or  of  the  press, 
is  improper  because  productive  in  certain  states  of  society  of 
disastrous  results.  It  is  to  the  abnormal  condition  of  the 
body  politic  that  all  evih  arising  from  an  unrestrained  expres- 
sion of  opinion  must  be  attributed  and  not  to  the  unre- 
strained expression  itself.  Under  a  sound  social  regime  and 
its  accompanying  contentment  nothing  is  to  be  feared  from 
the  most  uncontrolled  utterance  of  thought  and  feeling.  That 
which  is  really  contemptible  ought,  therefore,  to  be  exposed 
to  contempt,  and,  consequently,  derogatory  charges  of  pub* 
lie  importance  ought  to  have  full  publicity.  To  argue  other- 
wise is  to  take  up  the  Machiavellian  position,  that  it  is  right 
for  the  legislature  to  be  an  imposture,  an  organized  hypocrisy  j 
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that  ifc  is  necessary  for  a  nation  to  be  cheated  by  the  sem- 
blance of  virtue  when  there  is  no  reality ;  that  public  opinion 
ought  to  be  in  error  rather  than  in  truth,  or  that  it  is  well 
for  phe  people  to  believe  a  lie.  For  these  reasons  it  is  my 
profound  conviction  that  the  freedom  of  the  press,  the  right 
of  journalists  to  discuss  matters  of  public  concern,  can  hardly 
be  too  zealously  guarded,  and  that  in  this  country,  more 
than  in  any  other,  the  public  press  has  a  great  mission  to 
fulfill ;  but  in  order  to  accomplish  such  mission  the  press  must 
not  only  remain  fearless  and  independent,  but  on  the  side  of 
truth  and  justice. 

A  publication  on  a  subject,  which,  though  public,  affects 
the  character  and  good  name  of  a  citizen,  must  be  fair  criti- 
cism. If  it  is  such  the  publication  will  be  held  to  belong  to 
the  class  of  conditionally  privileged  communications.  By 
this  I  mean  to  say,  that  the  prima  facie  presumption  of 
malice  which  would  exist,  from  the  language  used,  but  for 
the  occasion  of  such  use  is  rebutted.  But  this  privilege  is 
qualified  and  conditional.  It  cannot  be  used  for  pui-poses 
of  revenge  nor  to  gratify  personal  spite.  It  is  not  a  privil- 
ege to  make  a  statement  which  the  publisher  does  not  believe 
to  be  true,  and  if  he  volunteers  to  defame  another  in  a  mat- 
ter in  relation  to  which  he  has  no  duty  nor  interest  as  a 
legitimate  part  of  his  business  to  furnish  the  news  of  current 
events,  such  officious  defamation  ought  to  be  presumed  false 
and  malicious  till  he  proves  its  truth,  and  such  is  the  law. 
No  benefit  can  accrue  to  defendant's  present  position  from 
any  of  these  considerations. 

As  the  case  stands  at  present  the  defendant  has  not  only 
neglected  to  bring  himself  within  the  rules  and  practice  of 
this  court  relative  to  the  examination  of  a  party  under  sec 
391  of  the  Code  before  issue  joined,  but  has  failed  to  satisfy 
me  of  the  good  faith  of  his  application. 

For  these  reasons  the  order  and  summons  heretofore  made 
and  issued  must  be  vacated  with  $10  costs  to  plaintiff 
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The  Boabd  of  Supebvisors  op  Ulster  County  agt.  John 

C.  Bbodhead,  and  others. 

A  party  has  no  right,  witnoat  iibowing  any  oaase  except  hi^  own  will^  to  nabstitnto 
one  attorney  for  another,  without  the  payment  of  the  cotU  eamed.  And  ihis  rule 
applies  to  a  hoard  of  tupervitort. 

Where  a  board  of  snpervisors,  by  their  vote,  discharge  a  firm  of  attorneys  who 
have  been  acting  in  their  employ  (so  far  as  their  vote  can  discharge  tiiem)  merely 
because  the  snpervisors  choose  so  to  do,  with  a  view  to  snbstirnte  another  attorney 
for  the  board,  they  must  pay  the  firm  of  attorneyi^  their  reasonable  claims,  which 
may  be  ascertained  by  a  reference.  And  ihe  attorneys  are  noi  bound  to  consent 
to  a  subsiitnuon  or  to  deliver  the  papers  npon  which  they  have  a  lien,  until  the 
amount  of  their  just  demands  is  asceriaiued  by  the  court  or  a  referee^  aud  p^d 
them. 

Albany,  Special  Tcrm^  February  25,  1873. 
This  is  a  motion  in  the  above  action  and  six  other  actions 
and  proceedings  in  which  the  supervisors  are  either  plaintiffii 
or  defendants,  to  compel  a  substitution  of  Mr.  Peter  Cantine, 
^  attorney  for  the  supervisors,  in  the  place  of  James  M. 
Cooper  &  Marius  Schoon maker. 
The  motion  is  based  on  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Cantine  show- 
^^g  resolutions  passed  by  the  board  at  a  meeting  held  on  the 
J 2th    of  February,  insl.  discharging  said  Cooper  &  Schobn- 
^aker,  and  appointing  Cantine  in  their  stead,  as  attorney 
for  tue  board. 

Opposing  affidavits  are  presented  by  Messrs.  Cooper  & 
Schoonmaker. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  affidavits  are  sufficiently  stated 
itt  tVie  opinion. 

T.  Cantine  in  person  and  N.  C.  Moak,  for  motion. 
Marius  Schoonmaker  in  j^er^on,  and  I.  Parker  opposed. 
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Learned,  J, — This  is  a  motion,  made  by  the  board  of 
supervisors,  who  are  parties,  either  plaintiff  or  defendant,  in 
all  these  seven  suits  and  proceedings,  that  P.  Can  tine,  Esq., 
be  substituted  as  their  attorney.  In  one  of  the  suits,  Mr. 
James  M.  Cooper  and  Mr.  M.  Schoonmaker  are  the  present 
attorneys  for  the  board.  In  the  others,  Mr.  James  M.  Cooper 
is  their  sole  attqrney,  and  Mr.  Schoonmaker  is  counsel  in  alL 
The  notice  of  motion  further  asks  that  Messrs.  Schoonmaker 
and  Cooper  be  required  to  deliver  to  Mr.  Cantine  all  papers 
in  said  suits  and  proceedings,  and  all  writings,  papers  and 
securities  in  their  possession  belonging  to  the  county  of 
Ulster. 

There  are,  then,  two  distinct  applications :  lit.  That  Mr. 
Cantine  be  substituted  as  attorney ;  2d.  That  the  present 
attorney  and  counsel  deliver  to  him  not  only  the  papers  ia 
suits  and  proceedings,  but  also  all  securities  in  their  posses- 
sipn  belonging  to  Ulster  county. 

It  should  be  said  in  the  outset,  that  there  is  no  charge 
made  in  the  papers  of  any  improper  conduct,  or  of  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  present  attorneys  and  counseL 
Nor  are  they  charged  with  any  want  of  professional  ability 
to  take  proper  care  of  the  interests  of  their  clients.  The 
motion  is  put  solely  on  the  ground  that  the  siipervisors, 
without  assigning  any  reason,  desire  the  change.  The  case 
is,  therefore,  free  from  any  questions  which  might  arise,  if 
charges  of  any  kind  had  been  made  or  suggested  against  the 
present  attorney  and  counseL  It  comes  simply  to  the  point : 
What  are  the  rights  of  a  party  who,  without  showing  any 
cause  except  his  own  will,  desires  to  substitute  one  attorney 
for  another  ? 

It  was  objected  by  the  opposing  counsel  that  the  rule  1 5 
requires  that  the  change  of  attorney  should  be  made  by  the 
order  of  a  justice  of  the  court  and  not  otherwise ;  and  that 
this  should  prevent  the  hearing  of  this  motion  at  special 
term.  I  do  not  think,  however,  that  rule  was  intended  to 
deprive  the  court  of  its  inherent  control  over  this  matter. 
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Its  meaning  must  be^  change  cannot  be  made  without  an 
order  either  of  the  court  or  of  a  justice  out  of  court.  Still, 
it  is  important  to  observe  that  this  rule  provides  that  an 
attorney  may  be  changed  by  consent,  "  or  upon  catise  showrij 
and  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just ;"  thus  indicating  that 
the  change  of  attorney,  unless  by  consent,  is  to  be  made  only 
for  cause,  and  upon  terms.  This  rule  took  effect  in  October, 
1858,  having  been  adopted  a  few  months  before ;  and  it  cer- 
tainly must  be  regarded  as  an  authoritative  declaration  of  the 
court  upon  this  point  from  that  time. 

As  this  motion  was  very  earnestly  argued  on  each  side,  I 
have  examined  all  the  cases  cited  by  both  counsel  on  this 
point,  and  shall  state  them  briefly. 

Brassington  agt.  Brassington  (1  Simons  &  Stuart j  456)  did 
not  involve  the  question  of  substitution  or  of  the  lien  of 
an  attorney  on  the  papers  in  a  cause.  It  held,  only,  that  a 
solicitor  who  had  a  lien  on  a  deed  in  his  possession  could  not, 
as  a  witness,  refuse  to  produce  the  deed. 

A  question  more  closely  analogous  to  the  present  was, 
however,  presented  in  Bolton  agt.  Tate  (1  Swanston,  84). 
There  the  plaintiff*s  solicitor  had  died.  His  widow  and  ad- 
ministratrix refused  to  deliver  the  papers  to  the  new  solicitor 
till  payment  of  costs.  A  motion  was  made  to  compel  the 
delivery.  The  court  said,  "If  a  party  chooses  that  his  so- 
licitor shall  not  proceed,  it  would  be  in  vain  for  him  to  insist 
on  taking  papers  out  of  the  solicitor's  hands  till  what  is 
due  to  him  was  paid.''  And  even  in  that  case,  where  death 
had  made  a  new  appointment  necessary,  the  motion  to  com- 
pel the  delivery  of  papers  without  payment  of  costs  was 
denied. 

In  CromweU  agt.  Poynton  (I  Swanston,  1),  the  solicitor 
had  refused  to  act  any  longer  for  the  defendant,  the  court 
ordered  that  the  defendant  might  inspect  and  take  copies  of 
the  deeds,  &c.,  in  the  solicitor's  possession.  Thus,  in  that 
case,  it  was  the  solicitor  who  refused  to  act,  not  the  client 
who  discharged  him. 
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In  our  own  state  the  case  of  Mumford  agt.  Murray  (1 
HoplcinSy  309),  holds  that  a  splicitor  cannot  be  displiiced 
without  an  order  of  the  court ;  and  Chancellor  SANDFORr> 
Bays,  "Without  this  restriction  a  solicitor  might  be  deprived 
of  his  lien  for  costs/^  thus  indicatin^r  that  the  payment  of 
costs  would  be  made  a  condition  by  the  court. 

In  Stevenson  agt.  Stevenson  ( 3  Edws,  Ch.y  340),  Vice- 
Chancellor  McCouN  held  that  the  court  would  not  deprive 
a  solicitor  of  his  lien  on  papers,  nor,  on  the  other  hand^ 
make  it  a  condition  of  the  change  that  the  costs  be  paid. 

Haight  agt.  Halcomb  (16  Hoto.y  173),  and  Fox  agt  Fox 
(2^4  How.,  409),  were  cases  in  reference  to  an  attorney's  lien 
on  a  judgment,  and  did  not  touch  the  present  question. 

In  Trust  agt.  Eepoor  (15  Hotc.y  570),  the  substance  of  the 
opinion  in  the  supreme  court  purports  to  be  given.  The 
attorney  was  charged  with  collusion  with  the  opposite  party, 
and  the  court  is  reported  to  have  said  that  a  client  has  a 
right  to  change  his  attorney  at  his  own  volition,  whatever 
be  his  motives,  whether  a  mere  caprice  or  a  substantial 
reason.  The  court  ordered  a  substitution,  and  also  ordered 
thiC  delivery  of  the  papers  on  payment  of  costs.  This 
decision  was  made  before  the  adoption  of  the  rule  above 
mentioned,  that  attorneys  may  be  changed  by  consenti 
or  upon  cause  shown. 

There  are  two  cases  where  no  opinion  is  written,  both 
purporting  to  be  made  by  the  same  judge  and  both  re- 
ported on  the  same  page  (5  Robts.,  611 ;  Halcott  agt  Gillj  and 
Wolf  agt.  Trochelman).  One  states  the  right  to  change  an 
attorney  is  an  absolute  right,  except  that  the  lien  on  papers 
will  be  retained.  The  other  says  that  the  change  can  only 
be  made  on  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  which,  in  special  cases, 
may  involve  the  payment  of  the  attorney's  costs.  It  is 
seldom  one  can  find  on  the  same  page  so  happy  an  illustration 

of  the  uncertainty  of  law.     These  cases  may  be  said  to  neu- 
tralize each  other. 

In  Gardiner  agt.  Tyler  (36  Iloxv.y  63),  a  motion  was  made 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.     416 

Board  of  SapervistTP  agt.  Brodhead. 
_^ « 

to  substitute  an  attorney  for  the  plaintiff.  A  reference  was 
ordered  to  report  the  amount  due  for  costs,  disbursements, 
and  counsel,  and  that,  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report  and 
payment  of  the  amount,  the  attorney  be  substituted.  The 
reference  took  place  and  the  report  was  made. 

The  plaintiff  dechned  to  pay,  and  abandoned  his  applica- 
tion for  substitution.  Subsequently  a  motion  was  made  to 
compel  the  plaintift  to  pay  these  costs,  which  was  denied, 
the  court  holding,  that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  abandoned  his  ap- 
plication to  change  his  attorney,  no  order  could  be  made  to 
compel  him  to  pay.  It  seems,  however,  to  have  been  ad- 
mitted that  he  could  not  change  his  attorney  without  pay- 
ing .  the  costs,  disbursements,  and  counsel  ot  the  former 
attorney. 

In  Creighton  agt.  Ingersolly  (20  Barb.,  54!),  a  partition 
suit,  the  general  term  refused  to  allow  the  substitution  of  an 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  until  all  the  disbursements  were 
paid }  and  subsequently,  after  the  sale  of  the  property,  they 
required  the  costs  of  the  former  attorney  to  be  paid  outot  the 
fund  in  court. 

The  case  of  Hoffman  agt.  Van  Nostrandy  ^14  Abb.,  Z31) 
is  important.  A  report  had  been  made  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants. The  plaintiff  appealed.  The  costs  of  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  not  having  been  paid  he  suffered  judgment  to 
be  affirmed  by  default.  The  plaintiff  now  applied  for  the 
substitution  of  a  new  attorney.  The  attorney  opposed  on 
the  ground  that  his  claim  for  services  had  not  been  paid. 
The  courts  say  that  a  party  hjis  no  right  to  change  his  attor- 
ney without  leave  of  the  court,  and  that  the  court  will  not 
allow  the  change  until  all  the  just  claims  of  the  attorney 
are  discharged  or  secured.  The  motion  was  granted  on  the 
payment  of  the  costs  earned  by  the  attorney. 

That  the  same  rule  applies  to  corporations  as  to  individ- 
uals, in  this  respect,  is  decided  in  Parker  agt.  Williamsburg^ 
(13  How.^  2oQ). 
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There  remains  another  case  cited  by  both  parties  and  of 
high  authority ;  In  re  Paschal  (10  Walhj  483).  In  this 
there  was  a  motion  in  each  of  two  cases ;  one  to  compel 
Paschal  an  attorney  and  counsellor  to  pay  over  certain 
moneys  collected  by  him,  and  the  other  to  strike  his  name 
from  the  docket  as  counsel  of  the  state  of  Texas. 

The  first  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  entitled 
to  retain  the  money,  or  part  of  it,  in  payment  for  his  profes- 
sional services ;  and  was  denied. 

The  second  was  opposed  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  con- 
tract as  to  that  case,  by 'which  his  payment  was  contingent 
on  his  recovery  in  the  action,  and  that  therefore  he  could 
not  with  justice  be  removed  as  counsel.  And  this  motion 
was  granted. 

This  second  motion,  therefore,  which  is  analagous  to  a 
motion  to  substitute,  was  not  opposed  on  the  ground  that 
there  could  be  no  substitution  until  the  costs,  which  had 
been  earned,  were  paid ;  for,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract 
nothing  had  been  earned ;  but,  as  was  said  by  the  counsel  for 
Paschal,  it  was  opposed  on  the  fact  that  the  fee  was  to  be 
contingent  on  recovery,  and  then  by  his  removal  he  could  not 
earn  his  fee,  and  the  court  in  its  decision  says,  that  Paschal 
will,  under  the  decision  of  the  first  motion,  be  able  to  retain 
the  money  in  his  hands  and  any  papers  and  documents,  until 
his  claims  are  adjusted.  That  money,  over  and  about  his 
disbursements  and  his  charges  in  the  first  suit  was  about 
$1 4,000  in  gold. 

There  is  a  remark  in  the  last  case  which  is  applicable  to 
the  present  motion.  "  When/^  the  court  say,  "  tl\ere  exists 
a  technical  barrier  to  prevent  the  respondent  from  instituting 
an  action  against  his  client,  it  would  seem  to  be  against 
all  equity  to  compel  him  to  pay  over  the  fund  in  his 
hands.'^  lu  the  present  case  it  S'^ems  to  be  settled  that  no 
action  against  the  board  of  supervisors  will  lie.  So 
they  claim  on  this  motion.      There  is,  therefore,  the  more 
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reason  that  the  court  should  n9t  aid  them  in  refusing  to  paj 
what  they  owe. 

On  this  review  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  me  that  with  the 
exception  of  Stimson  agt  Stimson^  and,  perhaps,  of  Trust 
agt.  Repoor^  the  current  of  authority  is  uniform — that  a 
party  cannot  insist,  as  a  matter  of  right,  upon  a  substitution 
of  one  attorney  for  another  without  the  payment  of  the  costs 
earned. 

It  is  said  that  a  man  has  a  right  to  change  his  agent  as 
he  pleases.  But  the  attorney  is  more  than  an  agent.  He  is 
an  offieer  of  the  court,  subject  to  its  summary  control,  and 
entitled  to  its  protection.  When  he  has  faithfully  conducted 
his  client's  suit,  and  no  cause  of  complaint  is  shown,  it  is  not 
♦unjust  that  the  client,  who  wishes  to  dispense  with  his  further 
services,  should  first  pay  for  those  already  performed.  To 
take  a  homely  illustration :  A  man  may  select  and  may 
change  bis  tailor ;  but  if  he  sends  a  coat  to  be  mended  he 
cannot  take  it  away  when  the  job  is  half  finished  and  send 
it  to  another  workman  without  first  paying  for  the  work 
already  done.         , 

On  the  other  hand,  when  a  client  desires  a  change  of  at- 
torney, and  is  ready  to  pay  for  past  services,  if  the  attorney 
were  to  refuse  to  fix  the  amount  of  his  bill,  or  were  to  state 
some  exorbitant  amount,  there  would  be,  in  such  acts,  evi- 
dence of  a  desire  to  wrong  the  client,  which  a  court  should 
not  permit.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  moving  papers 
allege  a  demand  for  substitution  and  for  all  papers  and  docu- 
ments, and  a  refusal  to  comply  until  the  attorneys  should  be 
paid  in  full  for  their  services.  They  also  allege  an  inquiry 
as  to  how  much  the  attorneys  claim^  and  a  reply  that  they 
were  unable  to  state.  They  do  not  aver  any  offer  to  pay 
what  was  justly  due  or  any  present  readiness  so  to  do.  In- 
deed the  whole  argument  for  the  moving  parties  proceeded 
on  the  theory  that  they  ought  not  to  be  required  to  pay  the 
costs  as  a  preliminary  to  substitution,  or  to  getting  possession 
Vol-  XLIV.  27 
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of  the  papers.     On  the  contrary,  both  of  the  opposing  affi- 
davits of  Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Schoonmaker  say  that  they 

were  not  asked  for  the  amount  of  their  bills;  that,  previous- 
ly to  the  interview,  they  had  settled  upon  the  gross  amount 

of  the  charges,  and  were  prepared  to  state  the  amount,  if  it 
had  been  asked.  It  is  impossible^  on  these  affidavits,  to  see 
that  the  present  attorneys  were  throwing  any  unreasonable 
obstacles  in  the  way  of  a  substitution.  They  said  they 
would  not  deliver  any  papers  till  they  were  paid.  It  is  stated 
in  the  affidavits  that  Mr.  Cantine  said,  "  If  we  should  differ 
as  to  the  amount  of  your  charges,  I  do  not  know  that  there 
is  any  way  to  fix  it  except  to  be  audited  by  the  board  of 
supervisors,'^  to  which  mode  of  adjusting  their  claims  Mr. 
Schoonmaker  and  Mr.  Cooper  returned  a  positive  refusaL  It 
,  ^appears,  therefore,  clearly,  that  the  position  of  the  moving 
parties  was  not  that  they  were  ready  to  pay  the  claims  of 
the  present  attorneys,  either  as  they  might  state  them  or  as 
the  court  or  a  reference  might  have  them  adjusted.  But 
their  position,  on  the  contrary,  was,  that  by  their  own  vote 
they  could  change  their  attorneys  in  this  court,  and  could 
require  the  court  to  compel  summary  delivery  by  these  at- 
torneys of  the  papers  in  thdr  hands,  while  for  the  services 
already  performed  these  attorneys  were  to  have  no  remedy 
but  an  application  for  thp  audit  of  their  claims  to  the  same 
board  of  supervisor  which  had  discharged  them.  It  is  un- 
doubtedly true,  that  no  action  for  a  county  charge  can  be 
maintained  against  a  county  or  a  board  of  supervisors.  But 
I  am  not  aware  that  a  man,  who  has  in  his  possession  prop- 
•erty  of  the  county  on  which  he  has  a  lien,  is  obliged  to  sur- 
render the  property  anA  trust  to  an  auditing  of  his  debt.  If, 
usually,  attorneys  have  a  lien  on  the  books  and  papers  in 
their  hands,  or  if,  by  the  settled  practice  of  the  court,  they 
cannot  be  discharged  by  clients  without  payment  of  their 
costs,  then  they  must  have  the  same  rights  even  when  they 
are  so  unfortunate  as  to  have  clients  whom  they  cannot  sue 
for  their  compensation. 
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The  opposing  attorneys  further  state  their  retainer  by  the 
board  of  supervisors,  and  briefly  their  services  under  this 
retainer.  They  aver  that  they  have  spent  much  time  and 
labor,  and  that  large  amounts  are  due  them  therefor;  that 
for  such  amounts  they  hjive  a  lien  on  the  papers  in  their 
possession,  and  are  not  bound  to  consent  to  a  substitution  or 
to  deliver  the  papers  until  these  demands  are  satisfied,  the 
amount  to-be  ascertained  by  the  court,  or  referee,  as  the 
court  may  direct  Although  the  protection  thus  afforded  by 
the  court  to  attorneys,  is  directly  for  their  benefit,  it  is  in- 
directly for  the  benefit  of  clients.  It  tends  to  ensure  to 
attorneys,  faithfully  discharging  their  duty,  the  just  compen- 
sation for  their  labor;  and  it  thus  makes  them  more  earnest 
in  their  client's  behalf.  Certainly  the  court  ought  to  see 
that  its  own  officers,  when  charged  with  no  misconduct, 
should  be  paid  for  their  services,  before  that  security  is  taken 
away  which  the  control  of  a  suit  and  the  possession  of  papers 
gives' to  them.  And  it  may  be  said  in  this  connection,  that 
in  the  present  case  not  only  do  the  affidavits  make  no  charge 
of  misconduct,  but  even  the  report  of  the  committee  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  does  not  suggest  anything  of  that 
nature,  or  even  any  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  the  present 
attorneys  to  take  any  action  required  of  them  by  the 
board. 

They  seem  to  have  been  discharged  (so  far  as  the  vote  of 
the  supervisors  can  discharge  them)  merely  because  the 
supervisors  chose  so  to  do. 

Assuming,  then,  that  the  mere  will  of  these  clients  is 
sufficient  cause  for  the  change,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  just 
terms  indicated  in  the  rule  above  mentioned  and  by  author- 
ity must  be  the  payment  of  the  attorneys'  reasonable  claims. 
It  must,  therefore,  be  referred  to  some  referee  to  take  proof, 
and  report  the  amount  due  Messrs.  Cooper  and  Schoonmaker 
for  costs,  disbupsemenle,  and  counsel,  and  on  the  coming  in 
and  confirmation  of  his  report  and  payment  to.  them  of  the 
amount  found  due,  Mr.  Cantine  may  be  substituted^  and  the 
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papers,  ftc.|  in  the  present  attorneys'  bands  must  be  deliv- 
ered to  him.  It  is  not  necessary  at  this  time  to  decide 
whether  or  not  the  lien  of  the  attorneys,  or  the  right  to  op- 
pose substitution  in  general,  or  whether  the  claims  as  to  sach 
suit  or  proceeding  must  be  confined  to  that  suit. '  No  dia- 
tinction  was  made  in  the  argument.  The  motion  was  gea 
eral|  and  I  cannot  now  separate  their  rights. 

Ten  doUars  costs  of  opposing  this  motion   must  be 
allowed. 
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Ten  Deposit  National  Bank,  plaintiff,  agt  Deckeb  0. 

WiCKHAM  and  others^  defendants 


A  iMicA  ii  property  liable  to  ezecvtiofu 

A.  judgment  debtor  in  proceedingt  Bopplementarj  to  execntion,  while  the  order  It 
in  force,  bet  no  right  to  Tiolate  it  bj  transfeniog  his  property  to  emploj  an  at- 
lonie  J  for  him  in  raob  prooeedinge.    The  creditors  lien  is  prior  to  the  attomeyar 


Second .  Judicial  Dq^artment^  General  Term,  February^ 
1873. 

Thb  proceeding  was  for  contempt  by  a  judgment  debtor, 
in  violating  the  injunction  usually  embodied  in  an  order  for 
examination  in  supplementary  proceedings. 

On  the  day  of  the  examination  before  a  referee,  the  de« 
fendant,  as  he  afterwards  testified,  ^^paid  out  his  watch,  for 
$200y  to  D.  D.  McKoon  &  G.  O.  Hulse,  his  attorneys,^  and 
as  it  was  claimed,  he  was  required  by  them  to  do,  before 
they  would  ^Mo  anything  for  him;''  that  is,  having  done 
some  busmess  for  defendant  without  being  sufficiently  remu- 
nerated, they  refused  to  appear  for  him  in  the  supplementary 
proceedings,  unless  he  gave  them  this  watoh  on  account,  or 
as  pay.  In  the  proceedings  to  punish  for  contempt  before 
ttie  county  judge,  the  defendant's  attorneys  claimed  that  da- 
fondant  had  a  right  thus  to  employ  an  attorney,  The  d^ 
fendant  was  adjudged  guilty  of  contempt,  by  Hon.  S.  W 
FuLLEBTON,  couuty  judge  ot  Orange  county,  and  fined  one 
hundred  dollars,  from  which  order  defendant  appeided  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  where  the  order  was 
affirmed  in  the  second  departmenti  in  February  last. 
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The  decision  settles  two  points.  Ist  That  a  watch  is 
liable  to  execution. 

2d  That  a  debtor  while  the  order  is  in  force,  has  no  right 
to  violate  it  by  transferring  his  property  to  employ  an  attor* 
ney,  a  creditor's  lien  being  prior  to  the  attorney's. 

W.  J.  Groo  &  Henry  W.  Wiggins,  for  plaintiff. 
D.  D.  McKoon  &  G.  0.  HuLSE)  for  defendant 

By  the  court j  Tappen,  J. — The  defendant,  a  judgment 
debtor,  owned  a  gold  watch  of  considerable  value,  and  while 
under  supplementary  proceedings,  by  the  order  commencing 
which,  he  was  restrained  from  disposing  of  his  property,  he 
handed  his  watch  to  his  attorney;  for  this  he  was  adjudged 
guilty  of  contempt  and  directed  to  be  imprisoned*  It  is  not 
contended  that  the  watch  was  exempt,  as  an  article  of  prop- 
erty necessary  to  the  defendant's  use  in  his  vocation.  The 
commission  of  appeals  held,  in  Lynch  agt.  Johnson  (4  AV>. 
L.  J..  243),  that  the  service  of  the  order  for  examination 
under  sees.  292-294  of  the  Code,  gives  the  judgment  creditor 
a  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  debtor.  In  this  case,  the 
creditor's  lien  is  prior  to  that  of  the  attorney,  who  took  the 
watch,  in  pay  for  service  to  be  rendered.  The  defendant's 
contempt  was  in  this — he  had  property  liable  to  executioD| 
he  voluntarily  parted  with  it  in  defiance  of  the  order  of  the 
oourt,  and  apparently  for  the  express  purpose  of  putting  the 
property  beyond  the  creditor's  reach. 

The  Code  has  abolished  creditor's  bills  so  called,  and  sub- 
stituted the  remedy  which  the  plaintiff  resorted  to.  The 
authority  of  the  court  was  then  set  in  motion,  and  the  de- 
fendant's voluntary  disobedience  makes  him  amenable  m  the 
only  way  by  which  such  violation  can  be  punished,  and  the 
process  of  the  court  enforced. 

The  order  of  the  county  court  should  be  affirmed  with 
$10  costs. 

J.  F.  Barnard,  J.,  concurring. 
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Where  a  jndgment  is  entered  against  a  defendant,'  on  contract,  hj  default,  and  th« 
deieiidaiii  is  afterwards  several  times  examined  in  supplementary  proceedings 
thereunder,  v^hoat  objection  to  the  regularity  of  the  jndgment,  he  cannot  on 
motion,  mbde  some  twenty  years  afterwards,  have  the  judgment  set  aside  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  an  infant  when  the  judgment  was  entered  and  that  no 
guardian  ad  litem  had  been  appointed  for  him  in  the  action.  His  delay  waived 
the  irrogniiirity  in  the  entry  ol  the  judgment 

Special  Term  Marchy  1873. 

Motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  defendant's 
failure  to  answei*  on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1853,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant,  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  ac  the  time  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment, 
and  that  no  guardian  was  appointed  in  the  action,  and  as 
matter  of  favor. 

Ira  D.  Warren,  for  de/endantj  for  the  motion. 
Fisher  A.  Baker,  for  plaintiff  opposed. 

* 

Van  Vorst,  J. — The  material  facts  alleged  in  the  affidavits 
in  support  of  this  motion  on  the  merits,  tending  to  show 
that  defendant  was  not  Hable  for  the  services,  to  recover  for 
which,  this  action  was  brought,  are  distinctly  denied  in  the 
affidavits  read  in  opposition,  and  if  reHef  be  granted,  it  can 
only  be  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant  when 
the  action  was  brought,  and  the  judgnient  recovered,  and 
that  no  guardian  had  been  appointed. 

It  is  not  affinnatively  alleged  in  the  moving  affidavit  that 
a  guardian  ad  litem  had  not  been  appointed  for  the  defend- 
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ant,  yet  in  the  notice  of  motion  an  omission  in  this  regard 
is  alleged  as  the  ground  of  irregularity.  The  statement  in 
the  defendant's  affidavit  being  that  '^  this  suit  was  commenced 
by  the  service  of  the  summons  on  the  5th  of  May,  1S53, 
and  that  defendant  at  that  time,  and  until  the  9tb  day  of 
November,  1853  was  a  minor.^ 

The  presumption  would  be  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of 
the  legal  proceedings,  and  that  every  thing  necessary  to  bring 
the  defendant  properly  in  court,  was  done. 

But  in  the  affidavit  of  the  attorney  who  conducted  tbe 
suit  to  judgment  it  is  stated  that  he  had  never  heard,  and 
had  no  reason  to  suspect  or  believe  that  the  defendant  at  the 
time  the.  action  was  commenced  was  a  minor,  but  on  the 
other  hand  from  the  defendant's  appearance  and  other  evi- 
dence, he  then  believed  and  now  believes  the  defendant  was 
of  full  age,  it  is  properly  infeiable  therefore  that  no  guardian 
bad  been  appointed.  It  is  not  pretended  or  claimed  that 
such  steps  had  been  taken,  and  this  application  must  be 
decided  on  that  ground.  The  judgment  obtained  against  the 
defendant  is  not  absolutely  void  on  account  of  a  failure  to 
bave  a  guardian  ad  litem  appointed. 

In  Kellogg  agt.  Klocky  ^2  Code  Bep.  28),  Gridley,  J.  says, 
'^that  the  taking  judgment  against  an  infant  by  default 
without  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  was  an 
irregularity,''  that  there  had  been  a  want  of  adherence  to  the 
prescribed  rule  or  mode  of  procedure.  In  Fairweather  agt. 
Satterlet/f  (7  JRob.  546),  such  omission  is  regarded  as  an 
irregularity. 

In  the  light  of  an  irregularity  it  is  apparent  that  the  delay 
of  the  defendant,  on  the  facts,  furnishes  an  answer  to  his 
lipplication.  It  is  true  that  no  laches  is  imputable  to  an 
be  infant  ^^  durante  minoritate^^  because  he  is  not  supposed  to 
conversant  of  bin  rights  and  not  capable  of  enforcing  them 
(Ware  agt.  Bush^  1  McLean  22.,  533).  But  in  this  case  it 
appears  that  before  the  infant  had  arrived  at  full  age,  he  was 
once  examined  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution 
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upon  the  judgment  and  twice  afterward,  once  in  the  year 
1858,  and  again  in  August,  1872,  and  at  no  time,  until  this 
motion  as  noticed  pretended  or  claimed  that  he  was  a  minor 
vrhen  the  judgment  was  recovered  or  that  there  was  any 
irregularity  in  the  proceedings. 

.  A  judgment  is  in  evidence  of  an  indebtedness  of  a  solemn 
form,  in  moving  to  set  it  aside  for  irregularity  or  otherwise 
the  party  affected  should  act  with  promptness :  unreasonable 
delay  in  moving  after  knowledge  of  an  irregularity,  will  be 
construed  into  a  waiver,  and  will  be  deemed  an  acquiescence. 

''No  judgment  in  any  court  of  record  shall  be  set  aside 
for  irregularity  on  motion,  unless  such  motion  be  made  within 
one  year  after  the  time  such  judgment  was  rendered '^  (2  R. 
S.y  369  Code  ^  174).      . 

This  defendant  had  notice  of  this  judgment  at  least  as 
early  as  his  first  examination  under  proceeding  supplemen- 
tary to  execution.  He  has  acquiesced  in  it  for  nearly  twenty 
years  since  he  became  of  age. 

In  Kemp  agt.  Cook^  (18  Marytj  130),  it  was  held  that 
when  an  infant  waited  six  years  after  the  entry  of  a  judg- 
ment against  him  in  an  action  in  which  he  had  appeared  by 
attorney,  bis  laches  deprived  him  of  the  right  to  set  the 
judgment  aside  for  irregularity. 

In  Graham  agt.  Pinekney,  (7  Robty  147),  it  has  held  that 
when  a  defendant  has  by  his  laches  deprived  himself  of  any 
legal  right  to  set  up  the  defense  of  infancy  to  avoid  his  con- 
tract, the  court  will  not  aid  him  by  setting  aside  a  judgment 
entered  against  him  by  default.  In  Fairweather  agt. 
Saiterley  {supra)^  the  applicant  was  still  an  infant  when  he 
moved  for  relief. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  considering  the 
lapse  of  time  since  the  defendant  had  first  knowledge  of  this 
judgment,  and  the  proceedings  which  have  been  had  therein 
without  objection,  it  would  be  improper  at  this  late  day  to 
•et  it  aside.  The  defendant  must  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
its  regularity.     Motion  denied  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Ulster  County  agt.  Johv 

C.  Brodhead,  and  others. 

The  proceedings  in  an  action  mntt  be  taken  and  connacted  in  the  name  of  tb« 
attorney  of  rteord.  Before  another  attoruej  can  act  or  be  heard  in  the  canee  1m 
must  be  regnlarlj  substituted  of  record  so  as  to  show  his  authority. 

A  jMLrty  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  ihe  due  and  orderly  conduct  of  a  suit  by  hit 
attorney. 

Albany  Special  Term,  February  26,  1873. 

This  is  an  action  upon  tde  official  bond  of  the  defendant 
Brodhead  as  treasurer  of  Ulster  county,  to  recover  an 
alleged  deficiency  of  $97,000;  in  the  issue  and  sale  of  count/ 
bonds. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  D.  A.  Scott,  Esq.,  of  Newburgh, 
and  having  been  tried  before  the  referee  he  made  and  deliv- 
ered his  report,  dated  December  11,  1672,  wherein  he 
found  and  decided  that  no  cause  of  action  was  established 
by  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the  county  was  indebted  to 
Brodhead  as  late  treasurer,  in  the  sum  of  $5,100,  and 
ordered  judgment  in  his  favor  for  that  amount  and  dismissed 
the  complaint  with  costi,  as  to  the  other  defendants,  the 
sureties. 

On  the  12th  of  February,  1873,  the  board  of  supervisors 
convened,  and  by  resolution  discharged  their  attorneys  and 
counsel,  Messrs.  James  M.  Cooper  &  Marius  Schoonmaker, 
and  appointed  Peter  Cantine  attorney  for  the  board  in  this 
and  all  other  suits  and  proceedings. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Schoonmaker  refused  to  giVe  Mr. 
Cantine  a  consent  for  substitution,  or  to  part  with  the  papers 
or  securities  in  their  hands  until  their  fees  and  charges  wei^ 
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paidf  and  the  board  not  having  made  such  payment,  and 
without  an  order  of  mibstitution  having  been  entered,  now 
moved  by  Mr.  Can  tine,  as  attorney,  for  an  order  to  stay  the 
defendants  from  entering  judgment  or  the  referee's  report 
upon  taxing  costs,  until  a  substitution  can  be  procured  for 
Can  tine,  and  thereafter  until  he  can  make  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  referee's  report,  or  to  open  the  reference  and  give 
further  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  motion  is  made  on  the  referee'*  report,  a  copy  of  the 
testimony  taken  before  him,  and  affidavits  by  Mr.  Cantine 
and  one  Coykendall,  Brodheads  successor  as  treasurer,  which 
allege  in  substance  that  in  their  opinion  additional  evidence 
can  be  produced  which  might  make  a  more  favorable  case 
for  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  opening  of  this  hearing  the  defendant's  counsel 
objected  that  Mr.  Cantine  could  not  make  the  motion^  that 
the  plaintiff  had  regular  attorneys  of  record  in  the  action^ 
Messrs.  Cooper  &  Schoonmaker ;  and  that  until  Cantine  was 
regularly  substituted  in  their  place  he  had  no  standing  in 
court  to  move  in  his  own  name  as  attorney. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  court,  and  by  consent  of  defend- 
ant's counsel  the  affidavits  and  papers  on  the  part  of  the  plain* 
tiff  were  read  to  see  if  there  were  any  extraordinary  circum- 
stances in  the  case,  such  as  misconduct  by  the  attorneys,  or 
refusal  to  take  any  proper  action  in  the  cause,  to  show  a 
reason  for  the  application  by  a  different  attorney. 

No  such  circumstances  being  disclosed  by  the  papers  the 
court  beard  argument  on  the  objection  raised 

P.  Cantine  &  N.  C.  Moak,  for  motion 
Samuel  Hand,  C.  A.  Fowler,  T.  R.  Westbrook,  I.  N. 
FiEKO  and  A.  Schoonmaker,  for  defendants.    ' 

The  defendant's  counsel  cited,  PirJcer  agt.  Citt/  of  WiU 
Uamsburghy  {13  How. j  260);  Webb  agt.  Dilly  (18  Abb,,  264); 
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Bead  ogt.  French^  {2S  N.  Y.,  285);  Rules  13  and  16  Sup. 
court  rules  ;  Codey  sec.  128, 

Learned,  J*.  Held. — That  the  proceedings  in  aa  action 
must  be  taken  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  attorney  of  record  ; 
that  before  another  attorney  can  act  or  be  heard  in  the  cause, 
a  regular  substitution  must  be  made  so  that  the  record  shows 
his  authority,  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the 
due  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  suit  by  his  attorney ;  aad 
therefore  ordered  that  Mr.  Cantine  had  no  standing  in  court 
as  attorn^  for  the  plaintifi^  and  that  this  motion  could  not 
be  entertained. 
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K.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
John  Rilet  agt  John  Bbowk. 

Where  on  a  motion  bj  defendant  to  Taeate  a  judgment  against  him  and  to  dieeharge 
him  from  enstodj^  it  is  referred  to  a  referee  to  take  proof  to  ascertain  a  tingle 
qaeetion  of  fact,  to  wit:  whether  the  snmmons  in  the  action  was  ever  served  on 
the  defendant,  and  the  referee  reports,  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  cannot  move 
for  a  confirmation  of  the  report  nntil  eight  days  notice  of  filing  the  report  has 
been  given  to  the  plaiutiff,  that  the  latter  may  file  his  exceptions  to  the  report, 
the  motion  will  be  denied  as  premature. 

But  on  a  final  hearing  at  special  term,  after  the  filing  of  the  report  and  exceptions 
taken  thereto,  the  court  maj  allow  the  plaintiff's  motion  to  set  aside  the  report 
upon  his  exceptions,  and  the  defendant's.application  for  confirmation  of  the  report 
to  come  on  to  argument  together.  , 

The  oourt  hat  ample  power  under  §  271  of  the  Code,  to  direct  the  determinatioa 
of  a  material  and  controverted  qn<rsiion  of  iaet  arising  upon  a  motion  to  be  as. 
pertained  bj  a  referee. 

At  Special  Termy  Juney  1872. 

Motion  to  vacate  judgment  and  to  discharge  the  defend* 
ant. 

ZiHARLES  S.  Spencer,  for  the  motion* 
Sahuel  H.  Randall,  in  opposition. 

Freedman,  J. — ^The  motion,  founded  upon  the  order  to 
show  cause  of  June  7th,  to  vacate  the  judgment  and  execu- 
tion and  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  custody,  is  pre- 
mature. 

The  order  of  reference  heretofore  made  by  the  court 
directed  the  referee  not  merely  to  take  proof,  but  to  deter- 
mine the  question  referred  to  him,  which  question  is  one  not 
arising  upon  the  pleadings.  Even  upon  the  assumption, 
therefore,  of  the  regularity  of  defendant's  proceedings  up  to 
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the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  referee's  report,  the  said 
report  before  the  making  of  this  motion,  should  have  been 
filed  as  required  by  rule  39  of  the  general  rules  and  notice 
of  such  filing  given.  That  not  having  been  done,  the  motion 
must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

I  will  add,  that  whenever  the  report  shall  have  been  filed, 
the  plaintifl  will  have  eight  days  after  the  service  of  notice 
of  such  filing,  within  which  to  .file  exceptions.  I  can  find 
no  warrant  in  the  law  to  abridge  that  time.  But  if  excep- 
tions are  filed,  plaintiff's  motion  to  set  aside  the  report  upon 
such  exceptions,  and  defendant's  motion  for  a  confirmation 
of  the  report  and  for  final  relief  thereon  may  be  heard 
together  at  special  term,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  and, 
upon  a  proper  application  may  be  required  to  be  thus  argued 
on  short  notice. 

The  report  having  been  filed  and  the  plaintiff  having  ex- 
cepted, thereto  a  final  hearing  was  subsequently  had,  and  the 
court  rendered  the  following  decision : 

Freedman,  J. — The  order  of  reference  made  upon  the 
argimaent  of  the  motion,  when  originally  brought  on,  di- 
rected the  referee  not  merely  to  take  proof  and  to  report  the 
same,  with  his  opinion  thereon,  but  to  determine  a  dis- 
puted question  of  fact  arising  upon  such  motion,  namely : 
whether  or  not  there  has  been  a  service  of  the  summons  in 
this  action  upon  the  defendant  John  Brown.  Although  it 
is  not  the  usual  practice  to  order  a  reference  in  that  form, 
yet  the  power  of  directing  the  determination  of  a  material 
and  controverted  question  of  fact  arising  upon  a  motion  in 
the  manner  herein  pursued  has,  as  I  am  informed,  been  ex- 
ercised by  the  judges  of  this  court  on  prior  occasions,  and 
has  never  before  this  time  been  seriously  questioned.  In- 
deed the  power  seems  to  have  been  conferred  in  express 
terms  by  the  third  sub-division  of  ^  271  of  the  Code. 

The  testimony  taken  by  the  referee  and  submitted  upon 
the  present  motion  appears,  on  examination,  to  be  amply 
sufficienf?  to  sustain  his  finding  upon  the  question  of  fact  re- 
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furred  to  bim  for  his  decision,  and  there  being  but  a  single 
question  referred  and  no  issues  of  law,  the  report  is  unob- 
jectionable in  point  of  form. 

Plaintiffs'  exceptions  to  the  referee^s  report  must  be  over- 
raled  and  the  report  confirmed. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  as  brought  on  for  final  hearing,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  judgment  entered  against 
bim,  and  all  proceedings  founded  thereon  vacated  and  set 
aside,  and  to  be  discharged  from  imprisonment. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Fisher  et  dl.f  respondents^  agt  Edward  Abeel, 

appellant. 


In  the  absence  of  proof  of  a  enstom  for  agents  to  agree  with  the  owner  of  a 
sel  npon  the  lay  days  to  be  allowed  the  freighter,  sach  aathority  (not  being  shown 
by  the  contract  of  Hgency),  cannot  be  preiumed^  bat  it  most  be  expressly  proved. 

Where  no  ttnch  anthority  is  proved,  the  freighter  is  not  liable  on  the  express  con- 
tract of  the  detention  of  the  vesseL 

Where  there  is  no  express  agreement  for  demnrrage,  damages  in  the  nature  of  de- 
murrage may  be  recovered  against  the  owner  of  the  cargo  when  he  improperly 
detains  the  vessel  beyond  a  reasonHble  time  for  loading  or  unloading. 

Detention  of  a  vessel,  while  waiting  her  turn  to  load  or  onload,  is  not  each  a  da* 
teution  for  which  the  owner  of  the  cargo  is  liable. 

Where  an  order  for  the  sale  and  'delivery  of  a  quantity  of  coal  was  sealed  op  and 
delivered  to  the  owner  of  a  vessel  to  be  taken  to  the  coal  company  for  the  por- 
chaser  of  the  cargo  without  any  specific  knowledge  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
of  what  it  contained,  the  conversation  had  at  the  time  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
with  the  agent  for  the  coal  company,  as  to  the  bargain  respecting  the  coal,  was 
properly  received  in  evidence  as  the  order  introduced  in  evidence,  and  claimed  to 
be  the  written  contract,  was  not  intended  to  embrace  the  whole  contract,  but 
was  given  in  pursuance  of  part  of  it,  and  contained  no  more  of  it  than  was  ne- 
oessary  to  enable  tlie  coal  company  to  know  how  mooh  ooal  to  deliver,  and  for 
whom,  and  the  amount  which  it  should  advance. 

Oenercd  Ter'ntj  Fourth  Dq^artmenty  February y  1873. 
Appeal  from  iudgment  rendered  for  plaintif&  in  Onon- 
daga county  court 

Pratt,  Mitchell  &  Brown,  attomeySy  and 
T.  K.  Fuller,  counsel  for  qppellantj  defendant 

The  plaintiff  complained  for  a  balance  due  on  freight  of  a 
cargo  of  coal,  and  for  delaying  plaintifi's  boat  seven  dajrs, 
and  demanded  judgment  for  $200. 

The  defendant  denied  the  complaint,  except  as  to  the  baU 
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atice  of  freight^  which  balance^  Ijpgether  with  the  costs  up  to 
that  date^  were  paid  by  defendant  into  court,  amounting  to 
$33  90. 

1869,  March  12,  judgment  for  plaintifis,  $85  45. 

1869,  March  29,  notice  of  appeal  served. 

1869,  April  8,  plaintiff's  offer  to  reduce  judgment  to  $50, 
damages  and  costs. 

1872,  March  27,  judgment  for  plaintiffs  on  re-trial  in 
county  court  the  second  time,  $302  32,  damages  and  costs. 

It  is  from  the  above  judgment,  and  from  an  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  that  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  facts  are  briefly  as  follows : 

The  defendant  was  a  coal-dealer  at  Syracuse,  receiving 
his  coal  trom  Bondout,  on  the  Hudson  ;  the  plaintiffs  were 
the  owners  of  the  canal  boat,  Henry  Wylcery  John  Fisher 
master.  One  George  StiUwell,  Jr.,  a  sort  of  broker  in 
Broad  street,  New"  York,  procured  transportation  for  defend- 
ant in  the  usual  way.  His  authority  to  act  as  agent  for 
defendant  is  fully  stated,  and  is  the  sole  evidence  on  that 
subject  in  the  case.  Capt.  Fisher  went  to  Stillwell's  office 
to  procure  a  load  for  Syracuse,  and  obtained  the  order 
printed  at  fols.  112,  114.  With  this  order  he  went  to 
Rondout,  and  delivered  it  at  the  office  of  the  "  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Canal  Company,''  on  the  9th  October,  1868. 
His  boat  was  loaded  in  turn  with  stove-coal,  the  only  size 
*t'  >n  due  Abeel,  and  received  his  bill  of  lading,  made  out  in 
pursuance  of  that  order.  This  bill  of  lading  was  signed  by 
Capt.  Fisher  in  duplicate,  one  in  the  book  of  the  company 
and  the  other  taken  by  the  captain. 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  damages  for  delay  in  load- 
ing on  a  pretended  verbal  agreement  between  Fisher  and 
StiUwell,  which,  if  made,  the  undisputed  proof  shows  that 
StiUwell  had  no  authority  to  make.  We  shaU  submit  whe- 
ther the  conversation  detailed  in  the  evidence  amounted  in 
law  to  a  parol  agreement  to  pay  demurrage,  claiming  that  it 
Vol-  XLIV.  28 
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was  but  the  expression  of  an  opinion  and  cannot  have  the 
force  of  an  agreement. 

1.  1.  "  The  best  evidence  ought  always  to  be  insisted  upon 
and  received/'  To  admit  parol  evidence  of  a  contract  which 
had  been  put  in  writing  under  the  circumstances  detailed  at 
pages  8,  9,  and  10  of  the  case,  is  an  infraction  of  the  rules 
of  evidence,  which,  it  seems  to  me,  will  not  be  allowed  by 
this  court. 

2.  Attention  is  called  to  the  statement  of  the  court  be- 
low in  the  ruling  at  fol.  46.  The  defendant,  relying  on 
that  statement,  introduced  the  written  order  and  bill  of  lad- 
ing in  evidence,  which  contain  the  written  contract  of  ship- 
ment, and  then  distinctly  raised  the  question  of  the  admissi- 
bility of  parol  evidence  by  a  motion  to  strike  out. 

It  is  submitted  that  we  were  entitled  to  have  this  motion 
•granted,  inasmuch  as  it  fully  appeared  that  the  contract  of 
:8hipment  was  in  writing,  signed  by  the  captain,  according  to 
the  custom,  in  duplicate,  each  party  retaining  a  copy  and 
acting  upon  it.  Under  this  head  it  may  be  appropriate  to 
remark  the  rule : 

(a)  Demurrage  proper  can  only  be  claimed  where  provis- 
ion is  made  for  it  in  the  contract  of  shipment  {Morse  agt. 
Pesanty  2  KeyeSj  16,  18,  and  cases  there  cited).  Since  the 
contract  in  this  case  is  in  writing,  and  so  appears  by  the  un- 
<Jisp&ted  evidence  in  the  case,  it  cannot  be  varied,  contra- 
dicted, or  we  submit,  extended  by  parol. 

(6)  The  only  exception  to  this  rule,  which  we  find  in  the 
books  is  this  :  Damages  in  the  nature  of  demurrage  may  be 
recovered  by  the  shipowner  for  unwarranted  detention  of  tiie 
vessel  through  the  fault  of  the  consignee ;  but  this  is  not 
such  a  case.  No  claim  is  made  for  damages  under  the  ex- 
ception above  stilted.  The  claim  is  on  the  parol  of  Stillweli, 
outside  the'  order  and  biU  of  lading,  and  claimed  to  have 
been  uttered  at  the  time  the  order  was  given. 

3.  In  this  connection  we  refer  to  the  charge  of  the  court 
on  this  subject.     The  court  says  "  If  this  verbal  agreement 
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was  actually  made  then  the  plaintiffs  may  recover  on  that 
agreement,  although  it  is  outside  of  the  written  order  and 
bill  of  lading/'  This  is  at  variance  with  the  ruling  at 
folio  46.  The  attention  of  the  court  was  further  distinctly 
called  to  this  subject  at  fols  147-8. 

Did  the  order  contain  the  contract  of  shipment  as  between 
these  parties  t  See  plaintiff's  evidence,  also  defendant's  and 
^Holt's  evidence. 

Was  the  bill  of  lading  made  out  in  pursuance  of  that 
order,  and  did  it  also  contain  the  same  contract  f 

We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  admission  of  this  parol 
testimony  was  error.  That  the  refusal  to  strike  out  such 
parol  testimony  on  motion  of  defendant,  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  ruling  at  fol.  46,  was  error.  That  the  charge  of  the 
court  on  the  same  branch  of  the  case  was  also  error. 

II.  We  are  justified  from  the  plaintiff's  evidence  in  saying 
there  was  not  even  a  parol  agreement  by  Stillwell  to  pay 
demurrage : 

1.  The  plaintiff  swears.  "  There  was  no  agreement  be- 
tween me  and  StiJlweU  that  he  was  to  pay  me  demurrage-^ 
nothing  was  said  about  it" 

2.  The  plaintiff's  witness,  Timmons,  who  went  with 
Fisher  to  Stillwell's  office,  and  is  the  only  witness  who  tes- 
tified to  what  took  place  there,  except  plaintiff  and  Stillwell, 
swears,  "  I  can't  swear  that  the  replies  of  Stillwell  were  not 
made  in  answer  to  my  own  questions  and  to  mine  alone." 

3.  See  Stilwell's  evidence  on  this  subject.  We  submit, 
therefore,  that  if  the  conversation  was  as  detailed  by  Tim- 
mons (who  seems  to  have  been  the  spokesman  on  that  occas- 
ion), *it  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  the  expression  of  an 
opinion  by  Stillwell,  and  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  a  con- 
tract between  these  parties  on  which  to  found  the  liability 
of  the  defendant. 

4.  Any  verbal  agreement  by  Stillwell  was  wholly  un- 
authorized by  the  defendant,  and  was,  if  made  by  Stillwell, 
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beyond  and  outside  of  his  agency  as  the  uncontradicted  evi- 
dence shows. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as  requested  on  this 
branch  ot  the  case  and  also  the  charge,  we  submit^  were 
errors. 

The  agency  of  Stillwell  for  defendant,  if  anything,  was  a 
special  agency  to  give  orders  on  the  Delaware  &  Hudson 
Canal  Co.,  in  writing,  for  cargoes  of  coal,  to  be  shipped  ai 
per  those  orders,  to  the  defendant  at  Syracuse.  He  had  a 
right  to  contract  as  to  the  amount  of  freight,  the  size  of 
the  cargo,  the  kind  of  coal,  and  the  like,  all  of  which  were 
stated  in  the  order  given,  as  a  guide  to  the  company  in 
making  out  their  bills  of  lading,  but  he  had  no  right  or  au- 
thority to  contract  for  the  pajrment  of  demurrage,  which 
was  wholly  an  outside  matter,  nor  to  make  any  statements 
relative  thereto  to  bind  his  principal. 

The  rule  seems  to  be,  '«  A  general  agent  binds  his  princi- 
pal by  his  acts,  but  an  agent  constituted  for  a  particular 
purpose,  and  under  a  limited  and  circumscribed  authority, 
cannot  bind  the  principal  by  any  act  in  which  he  exceeds 
his  authority  {Beats  agt.  Alletty  18  Johns.y  363 ;  Citing  3d 
Term  iJ.,  757  ;  ScoH  agt.  McGrath,  7  Barb.^  63). 

Mr.  Stillwell  was  a  broker,  procuring  transportation  for 
various  parties  in  the  way  of  giving  orders  in  writing  for 
cargoes  to  carriers ;  beyond  that,  in  the  present  instance,  be 
could  not  go,  and  swears  he  did  not  go.  We  submit,  the 
court  below  erred  on  th*s  point. 

III.  There  was  no  contract  between  the  parties  binding 
upon  either,  until  the  cargo  was  loaded  and  the  bill  of  lading 
signed.  It  was  optional  with  the  plaintiff  to  wait  his  turn 
or  not,  as  he  saw  fit.  He  saw  fit  to  wait,  and  has,  we  sub- 
mit, no  claim  against  defendant  for  waiting.  He  was  able 
to  ascertain,  had  he  chosen  to  have  done  so,  on  his  arrival  at 
Rondout,  how  long  it  would  be  before  he  could  be  loaded ; 
but  he  waived  the  inquiry,  and  waited  his  turn  for  the  load 
and  signed  the  bill  of  lading.     That  bill  of  lading  is  the  one 
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he  took  the  cargo  on,  and  further  swears  that  he  got  that 
cargo  only  by  reason  of  the  order  he  took  from  Stillwell. 

IV.  The  exception  at  fols.  82-4  was  well  taken,  also  fols. 
85-86. 

y.  No  damages  in  the  nature  of  demurrage  are,  or  can  be, 
pretended  in  this  case,  because  there  is  no  proof  that  the 
delay  in  loading  was  occasioned  through  the  fault  or  neglect 
of  the  defendant.  The  cases  charge  the  consignee  with  such 
damages,  only  in  cases  of  unreasonable  dely  in  unloading, — 
that  is  afler  the  cargo  has  been  reported  to  him,  and  he 
thereby  becomes  charged  with  the  duty  of  unloading  with- 
in the  time  agreed  upon,  or,  in  the  absence  of  such  agree- 
ment, within  a  reasonable  time  {Cross  agt.  Beard^  26  N.  Y.f 
86). 

The  rules  of  the  company  at  Rondout  required  them  to 
load  every  boat  in  turn,  in  the  order  of  arrival,  for  the  size 
of  coal  called  for  in  their  respective  orders.  If  they  failed 
to  do  this,  they  would  themselves  become  liable  to  parties 
delayed. 

Such  a  rule  is  reasonable,  and  no  delay  occasioned  by  its 
operation  can  be  deemed  unreasonable,  since  no  boat  was 
bound  to  wait  ita  operation.  And  furthermore,  this  was  a 
matter  entirely  beyond  the  knowledge  and  control  of  the 
defendant,  for  which  he  ought  not  to  be  made  liable. 

VI.  The  motion  for  a  non  suit  should  have  been  granted. 

VII.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  u  new  trial 
granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  eveht 

GoTT  &  Gabfield,  for  plaintiffs^  respondents. 

L  The  learned  judge  ruled  correctly  that  the  order  addressed 
by  Stillwell  to  the  coal  company  did  not  constitute  a  con- 
tract between  plain tiffi  and  defendant  so  as  to  preclude  parol 
proof  by  plaintifis  as  to  what  the  contract  actually  was 
The  question  is  raised  at  folio  142  of  the  case.  The  paper 
was  a  private  letter  written  by  Stillwell,  as  agent,  addressed 
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to  the  agent  of  the  coal  company,  at  Rondout,  containing 
such  instruccions  to  him  as  he  saw  fit  to  give.  It  was 
enclosed  in  an  envelope,  and  on  the  outside  addressed  to  the 
coal  company.  It  was  handed  to  one  of  the  plaintiflfe  to 
deliver.  He  was  not  made  familiar  with  its  contents,  nor 
was  he  asked  to  sign  it.  Neither  was  it  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant, or  by  any  one  on  his  behalf,  meaning  to  have  it 
operate  as  a  contract  {Wood  agt.  Edwards^  14  Johns.y 
205;  I'ownsend  agt  Corning,  23  Wend.jA35'y  Tucker  agt. 
Wood,   12  Johns.y  190;     Gage    agt.  Jaquethy  Opinion   by 

MULLIN,  J.). 

II.  The  court  also  properly  held  that  the  bill  of  lading 
was  not  conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

1.  The  bill  ot"  laduig  was  made  out  and  signed  after  the 
damages  h^id  been  sustained. 

2.  And  after  the  coal  was  actually  shipped.  And  a  bill 
of  lading  drawn  under  those  circumstances  cannot  be  said  to 
merge  the  original  contract  in  it.      It  would  not  apply  to 

'  claim  for  damages  already  existing.  The  verbal  agreement 
had  been  consummated  and  rights  had  accrued  under  it 
{Bostwich  agt.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  R.R.  Co.,  45  N.  F.,716 ; 
Corey  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  RR.  Co.,  45  N.  Y.,  716). 

If  these  two  propositions  are  correct,  then  the  requests  to 
charge,  with  the  refusals  and  exceptions,  constitute  no  error. 

III.  The  proof  that  the  detention  was  the  fault  of  the 
shipper  aside  from  the  agreement  proved  is  very  clear.  At 
least  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

IV.  The  objections  and  rulings  at  fols.  137,  139  &  141 
are  all  covered  by  the  stipulations  found  in  the  case  at  fols. 
31  to  33.     The  judgment  ought  to  be  aflBrmed. 

By  the  Court,  Mullin,  P.  J. — This  action  was  brought 
in  a  justice's  court  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  of  the  d^ 
fendant  damages  for  the  detention  of  their  canal  boat,  at 
Rondout,  waiting  for  a  load  of  coal  to  be  carried  for  defezid- 
ant  to  Syracuse.     The  defense  was  a  general  denial    The 
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defendant  was  a  dealer  in  coal  in  Syracuse  and  bought  coal 
of  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Company  whose  coal  yai'd 
was  at  Eondout. 

George  W.  Still  well,  Jr.,  who  had  an  office  119  Broad 
street,  New  York  city,  was  the  agent  of  the  defendant  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  procuring  boats  to  carry  coal  from  Eon- 
dout to  defendant  at  Syracuse. 

The  course  of  business  was  for  captains,  or  owners  of 
boats,  desiring  to  carry  a  load  of  coal  for  defendant  to 
Syracuse,  to  call  on  Stillwell,  and  he  would  give  an  order  on 
the  canal  company  to  deliver  to  the  bearer  of  the  order  a 
certain  number  of  tons  of  coal,  specifying  therein  the  freight 
to  be  paid,  with  directions  to  advance  on  the  freight  and  for 
tolls,  a  specified  sum  of  money.  The  bearer  of  the  order 
would  carry  it  to  the  agent  of  the  coal  company,  and  the 
coal  would  be  delivered  upon  it  in  its  order. 

One  of  the  plaintiffs  testified  that  he  called  on  Stillwell  on 
the  8th  of  October,  and  asked  for  a  load  of  coal,  Stillwell 
gave  him  an  order :  it  was  enclosed  in  an  envelope :  he 
never  read  it,  and  did  not  know  its  contents. 

The  witness  was  asked  if  he  had  a  conversation  with 
Stillwell,  and  he  said  he  had ;  and  when  asked  to  state  it, 
defendant's  counsel  objected  to  parol  evidence  of  the  bargain  j 
as  it  appeared  it  was  in  writing,  and  the  defendant's  counsel 
offered  to  produce  the  order,  and  also  the  bill  of  lading,  in 
order  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of  the  contract.  The  objec- 
tion and  offer  were  overruled,  and  the  witness  said  that  he 
asked  for  a  load  of  coal.  He  said  he  had  some  to  go  to 
Syracuse.  He  (witness)  told  him  he  wanted  some  for  Syra- 
cuse, he  (S.)  said  he  would  give  him  $1  40  per  ton  and  load 
right  away  as  soon  as  he,  witness,  could  get  to  Eondout. 
He  wanted  to  lodd  right  away,  so  as  to  make  another  trip. 
He  asked  S.  if  he  would  have  to  lay  at  Eondoui,  he  said 
the  boat  could  be  loaded  as  soon  as  it  got  there :  he  said  h& 
would  give  an  order  for  three  kinds  of  coal,  so  he,  witness^ 
could  be  sure  to  load  right  off 
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At  a  subsequ'^nt  step  of  the  case  the  order  and  bill  of  lad- 
ing were  put  in  evidence,  and  defendant's  counsel  moved  to 
strike  out  the  parol  evidence  of  the  contract. 

It  was  impossible  for  the  court  to  say  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  plaintiff  Fisher,  before  the  written  order  was  put  in 
evidence,  that  it  contained  the  contract  between  the  parties. 

The  paper  delivered  by  Stillwell  was  called  an  order.  That 
term  did  not  necessarily  imply  that  it  contained  the  coniracL 
It  was  the  act  of  one  of  the  parties  only,  the  contract  was 
the  act  of  both. 

The  court  was  right  in  receiving  the  parol  evidence  of  the 
conversation  between  Fisher  and  Stillwell,  and  in  refusing  to 
allow  the  defendant  to  put  in  the  written  evidence,  while 
the  plaint  ff  was  giving  evidence. 

I  am  of  opinion  the  court  propei^ly  refused  to  strike  out 
the  parol  evidence  as  to  the  time  within  which  the  boat  was 
to  be  loaded. 

The  order  was  not  intended  to  embrace  the  whole  con- 
tract :  it  wad  given  in  pursuance  of  part  of  it,  and  contained 
no  more  of  it  than  was  necessary  to  enable  the  coal  company 
to  know  how  much  coal  to  deliver  and  for  whom  and  the 
amount  which  it  should  advance. 

The  boat  was  detained  at  Rondout  eight  days  before  it  got 
a  cargo.  Less  than  a  day  was  required  to  load  it  when  its 
turn  came.  It  was  proved  that  other  boats  arriving  after 
the  plaintiff's,  were  loaded  before  it.  The  detention  was 
some  days  and  the  damages  shown  to  be  worth  from  $12,  to 
$25  per  day. 

Demurrage,  properly  so  called,  is  the  compensation  pro- 
vided for  in  the  contract  of  affreightment,  for  the  detention 
of  the  vessel  beyond  the  time  agreed  on  for  loading  or  un- 
loading ;  {See  Abbott  on  Shipping^  304 ;  Parson^  Mercantile 
LatOy  362;  Clendaniel  agt.  Tuchermany  17  Barb.j  184; 
Cross  agt.  Broady  26  N.  T.  85 ;  Moss  agt  Pesantj  2  Keyes^ 
16.)  The  agreement  for  it  must  be  expressed — it  is  not  im- 
plied. 
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If  an  agreement  for  demurrage^  it  was  by  Stillwell  as 
agent  for  defendant  and  it  was  by  paroL 

To  enable  S.  to  bind  the  defendant  by  such  an  agreement, 
he  must  have  had  authority  from  the  principal  to  make  it. 
Not  only  is  no  such  authority  .proved,  but  it  is  expressly  dis- 
proved. 

If  the  agent  could  make  a  contract  for  the  payment  of 
demurrage,  it  must  result  from  his  authority  to  employ 
vessels  for  the  defendant. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  that  recognizes  any  such 
power  in  such  an  agent.  He  is  of  course  authorized  to  make 
anj^  such  contract  as  agents  employed  in  the  same  businest> 
are  authorized  to  make.  Whether  such  agents  are  accus- 
tomed to  contract  for  the  payment  of  demurrage,  we  do  not 
know,  as  no  proof  was  given  on  the  subject. 

It  would  seem  to  be  reasonable  that  such  agents  might 
agree  upon  the  length  of  time  the  vessel  should  wait  for  a 
cargo,  or  for  unloading,  at  the  port  of  delivery. 

It  is  important  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  as  well  as  the 
owner  of  the  cargo,  to  know  how  long  the  vessel  may  be 
detained,  as  it  may  materially  affect  the  price  to  be  charged 
and  paid  for  the  freight. 

But  when,  as  in  this  case,  vessels  are  compelled  to  wait 
their  turn  in  being  loaded,  causing  in  one  case  a  delay  per- 
haps of  one  day,  in  another  of  ten  days  without  fault  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  it  might  prove  disastrous 
to  him  to  permit  his  agent  to  bind  him  to  load  the  vessel 
within  any  specified  number  of  days. 

It  would  seem  that  the  plaintiff  and  other  boat  owners 
were  under  no  obligation  to  delay  until  the  vessel  can  be 
loaded,  so  that,  after  waiting  a  reasonable  time,  they  may 
/depart  without  the  coaL  When  no  time  is  fixed  for  loading 
or  unloading  it  is  to  be  done  in  reasonable  time ;  and  what 
constitutes  reasonable  time,  is  for  the  jury:  and  in  deter- 
mining what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time,  the  custom  in 
force  at  the  place  of  receiving  the  cargo,  is  to  be  taken  into 
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the  account,  so  that,  if  vessels  are  required  to  wait  their 
turn,  the  freighter  is  not  liable  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel 
while  it  is  waiting  its  turn  {Cross  agt.  Broad,  26  N.  F.,  85). 

It  would  seem  tlierefore  that  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  a 
custom  for  agents  to  agree  with  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
upon  the  lay  days  to  be  allowed  the  freighters,  such  author- 
ity cannot,  in  a  case  like  this,  be  presumed,  but  it  must  be 
expressly  proved.  No  such  authority  being  proved,  defend- 
ant is  not  liable  on  the  express  contract. 

Although  there  is  no  express  agreement  for  demurrage, 
damages  in  the  nature  of  demurrage  may  be  recovered 
against  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  when  he  improperly  detains 
the  vessel  beyond  a  reasonable  tmae  for  loading,  or  unload- 
ing {See  cases  cited  supra). 

Detention  of  a  vessel  while  waiting  her  turn  to  load  or 
unload,  is  not  such  a  detention  for  which  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  is  liable  {Cross  agt.  Broad,  supra). 

So  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  damages  in  the  na- 
ture of  demurrage,  unless  he  is  responsible  because  the  vessel 
is  not  loaded  in  her  turn  by  the  coal  company. 

It  is  said  that  vessels  arriving  after  plaintiflF's,  were  loaded 
before  her,  and  she  did  not  get  her  turn. 

For  that  wrong,  the  defendant  is  not  liable ;  but  the  coal 
company,  or  its  agents,  may  be. 

The  detention  for  which  defendant  is  responsible,  is 
caused  by  his  own  act,  and  not  by  the  act  of  others  over 
whom  he  has  no  control. 

When  there  is  an  express  agreement  by  the  freighter  that 
the  vessel  shall  be  loaded,  or  unloaded,  in  a  specified  number 
of  days,  he  is  responsible  for  any  detention  beyond  that, 
although  produced  by  causes  over  which  he  had  no  manner 
of  control  {See  cases  cited  supra), 

Tliis  doctrine  has  no  apphcation  to  the  case  before  us. 

The  judgment  is  erroneous  and  should  be  reversed  and  a 
new  trial  ordered.     Costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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William  Kern,  and  others  agt.  John  Rackow. 


Od  a  motion  to  discharge  a  defendant  from  arrest,  the  order  of  arrest  or  a  copj 
tbereoi,  and  the  papers  npon  which  it  was  founded  most  be  pret^uied  to  ihe  court, 
an  affidavit  8tat:iig  generally  their  contents  is  not  BofficienU 

A  defendant  cannot  move  for^n  order  to  discbarge  him  from  arrest,  before  he  has 
been  actnallj  arrested  by  the  officer. 


Special  Term  MarcK  1873. 

Motion  by  deteadant  to  vacate  order  of  arrest. 

Van  Vorst.  J — Neither  the  order  which  is  sought  to  be 
set  aside,  nor  the  papers  on  which  it  was  granted  are  brought 
before  me  on  this  motion.  The  allegation  in  the  affidavit 
of  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  with  respect  to  the  papers 
he  understands  to  be^  in  the  sheriff's  hands  for  the  defendant's 
arrest,  do  not  apprize  the  court  of  their  contents,  nor  by 
whom,  when,  or  for  what  cause  the  order  supposed  to  exist, 
was  made. 

Until  there  be  an  examination  of  the  papers  by  the  court 
it  cannot  be  determined  that  the  order  was  irregularly  made, 
but  the  presumption  would  rather  be  in  favor  of  its  regu- 
larity. 

Upon  the  vague  statement  of  the  defendant's  papers,  no 
relief  can  be  granted  him  on  this  motion.  He  must  bring 
before  the  court  the  order,  or  a  copy  with  the  affidavits  and 
papers  upon  which  it  is  founded. 

The  defendant  has  not  yet  been  arrested,  nor  has  any 
attempt  been  made  to  interfere  with  him  by  the  sheriff. 
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Section  204  of  the  Code  provides  that  ^'a  defendant 
arrested  "  may  apply  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest 

This  would  seem  to  imply  that  such  relief  could  not  be 
asked  before  the  order  is  actually  served^  when  defendant 
will  be  in  a  position  to  know  the  true  grounds  of  his  arrest 
and  can  intelligentiy  bring  bis  case  before  the  court. 
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Bitter  agt  Krekeler. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COXJRT. 


August  A.  RnrEB,  agt  Maeoabet  Ebekeler^  ei  oL 
August  A.  Ritteb,  agt  Sahuel  Phillips^  et  al 


Od  an  appeal  from  a  jadgment  entered  bj  the  direction  of  a  single  jtidge  to  the 
general  term  of  the  same  coort  no  secnrity  if  required,  bat  if  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings is  desired,  an  nndertaking  mast  be  given,  the  same  as  required  on  an  appea 
to  the  coart  of  appeals. 

Where  aa  andertaking  is  filed  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  a  notice  of  appeal  for 
the  purposes  of  a  stay,  which  andertaking  is  disapproved,  the  appellant  shoald 
move  for  leave  to  file  and  serve  a  new  andertaking  nuTie  pro  tunc  as  of  the  time 
of  filing  the  notice  of  appeaL 


Special  Ternty  Fehruart/y  1871. 

Motion  for  leave  to  file  a  new  undertaking  on  appeal  from 
judgment  of  foreclosure^  and  to  set  aside  all  proceedings 
upon  the  judgment 

H.  A.  Frost  and  A.  R.  Dtett,  for  the  motion.  f 

D.  M.  Poeteb,  in  opposition. 

Freedman,  J. — ^An  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon 
the  direction  of  a  single  judge  to  the  general  term  of  the 
same  court  under  section  348  of  the  Code^  is  effectual  with- 
out security.  It  is  only  when  a  stay  of  proceedings  is  de- 
sired that  security  must  be  given^  as  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals  {Genter  agt.  Fields j  1  KeyeSj  483  ;  Davis 
agt  Buffie^  8  *Bosw.y  691 ;  Halsey  agt.  Flint,  15  Abb.,  367  ; 
Kitching  agt.  DkU^  40  Barb.,  433  ;  Niles  agt.  Battershallf 
18  Abb.,  162.) 

The  first  notice  of  appeal  is^  therefore^  still  operative,  and 
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the  second  was  a  nullity.  After  the  undertaking  served  in 
each  case  with  the  first  notice  had  been  disapproved,  the  ap- 
pellant should  have  applied  for  leave  to  file  and  serve  a  new 
one,  nunc  pro  tunc.  Failing  to  make  the  proper  motion,  the 
several  applications  for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  which  have 
been  made,  were  very  properly  denied. 

But  inasmuch  as  the  appellant  does  now  present  a  case, 
upon  which  relief  may  and  should  be  granted  to  him,  he 
may  have  leave,  upon  the  conditions  hereinafter  named,  to 
withdraw  the  second  notices  of  appeal  and  to  file  and  serve 
the  undertakings  filed  and  served  with  such  notices,  or  new 
ones  in  place  thereof,  as  of  the  day  when  the  first  notices  of 
appeal  were  served  and  filed,  with  liberty,  however,  to  the 
respondents  to  except  to  the  sureties,  &c.,  &c. 

Upon  the  approval  of  such  undertakings  the  sale  is  to  be 
vacated  and  set  aside,  and  all  proceedings  upon  the  judg- 
ment will  be  stayed. 

The  condition  of  his  relief  is,  that  the  appellant  in  each 
case  pay,  within  five  days  afler  the  date  of  the  order  to  be 
entered  in  conformity  herewith,  to  the  referee  his  fees  and 
disbursements  in  making  the  sale,  and  to  the  attorney  for  the 
respondents  $10  costs  for  opposing  this  motion. 

Order  to  be  settled  on  two  days  notice. 
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The  Charlotte,  Colombia  6c  Aagnsta  R.R.  Co.,  agt.  Jesnp. 


N.  Y,  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

The  Charlotte,   Columbu   &  Augusta  R.R.  Co.,  agt 

Morris  K.  Jesup,  et  al. 

It  is  only  where  an  nrticle  is  contracted  for  to  be  applied  to  a  particnlar  purpose, 
and  in  snch  manner  that  the  buyer  neceMarily  trnsis  to  the  judgment  or  skill  of 
the  manafaeturer  or  dealer,  and  not  to  his  own,  that  there  is  an  implied  warranty 
that  it  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied. 

Special  Term  J  Fehrtiaryy  1871. 
Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Foster  &  Thompson,  and  T.  C.  T.  Bucklet,  for  de^ 
murrer. 

Ward,  Jones  &  Whitehead,  in  opposition. 

Freedman,  J. — Where  a  known,  defined  and  described 
article  is  actually  supplied  according  to  contract,  there  is 
not,  as  a  general  rule,  an  implied  warranty  that  it  shall 
answer  the  particular  purpose  iutended  by  the  buyer,  al- 
though that  may  have  been  communicated  to  the  seller 
{Chanter  agt.  HoplcinSy  4  -3f .  c&  W.y  393  ;  Ollivant  agt.  JBay- 
ley,  5  Q.  B.,  2SS.) 

It  is  only  where  an  article  is  contracted  for  to  be  applied 
to  a  particular  purpose,  and  in  such  manner  that  the  buyer 
necessarily  trusts  .o  the  judgment  or  skill  of  the  manufac- 
turer or  dealer,  and  not  to  his  own,  that  there  is  an  implied 
term  or  warranty  that  it  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  pur- 
pose to  which  it  is  to  be  applied.  {Brown  agt.  Edgingtonj  2 
M.  &  (?.,  279  ;  Jones  agt.  Bright^  6  Bing.y  533 ;  Story  on 
Sales,  §371). 

The  complaint  does  not  set  forth  any  such  contract,  and 
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under  the  contract^  which  is  pleaded^  the  acceptance  of  the 
goods  and  their  retention^  after  a  reasonable  time  and  oppor- 
tunity for  examination  had  elapsed^  must  be  held  an  admis- 
sion of  due  performance  by  the  seller^  and  a  waiver  on  the 
part  of  the  buyers  of  all  defects  in  the  quality  of  the  goods 
{Reed  agt  Randall^  29  N.  F.,  362 ;  Weaver  agt.  TFwncr, 
51  Barhj  641 ;  Leavanworth  agt.  Parkery  62  Barh.y  135; 
Sprague  agt.  Blakcy  20  Wend.y  64.) 

Defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  demurrer, 
but  plaintiffs  may  have  leave  to  amend  upon  payment  of 
costs. 
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Knoop  agt  Kammertr. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Anna  Knoop^  plaintifi)  agt.  Louis  Eammereb  and  John  C. 

LysT;  defendants. 

On  a  motion  for  »  new  trial  on  the  gronnd  of  newlr  diseoYered  evidence  in  thii 
case,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  evidence  alleged  to  have  been  newly  discovered 
went  to  impeach  the  credit  of  any  witoesa  or  party,  examined  as  a  witness  qn 
the  trial ;  that  it  did  not  relate  to  any  new  fact  apon  which  evidence  was  not 
given  on  the  trial,  and  what  evidence  there  was  stated  and  claimed  to  be  ma- 
terial was  merely  camnlative.    Motion  defied. 

Special  Tcrw,  June^  1872. 

Affiifned  on  appeal^  January ^  1873,  upon  the  argument 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  cKscov- 
ered  evidence. 

Philip  F.  Smith,  for  the  motion. 
Thomas  S.  Moobe,  in  opposition. 

Freedman,  J. — This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  pictures  taken  from  plaintiff,  under  proce^ 
of  court,  directed  against  her  husband.  On  the  trial,  plain- 
tiff* gave  evidence  of  her  title,  of  the  manner  and  bona  fides 
of  its  acquisition,  and  of  the  value  of  the  property  taken  ; 
she  was  severely  cross-examined,  but  maintained  her  claim 
before  the  jury,  who  gave  her  a  verdict  of  $600.  All  ques- 
tions of  fact  appear,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence,  to  hav0 
been  fully  and  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  so  well  satis- 
fied were  the  defendants  with  the  charge  of  the  court,  that 
they  took  no  exceptions  to  it,  or  any  part  thereof.  They 
now' move,  however,  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  sole  ground  of 
newly  discovered  evidence.   Upon  such  motion,  it  is  too  well 
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settled  to  require  the  citation  of  authorities  that  the  evi- 
dence alleged  to  have  been  newly  discovered  must  not  merely 
go  to  impeach  the  credit  of  a  witness,  or  party  examined  as 
a  witness,  on  the  trial,  but  that  it  must  relate  to  some  new 
fact  upon  which  evidence  was  not  given  on  the  trial  already 
had,  and  be  so  material  and  important  in  its  nature  as  to  in- 
duce a  belief  in  the  mind  of  the  court  entertaining  the  mo- 
tion that,  if  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  jury,  it  would 
control  their  verdict. 

The  new  evidence  disclosed  by  the  moving  papers  does 
not  come  up  to  these  requirements.  Some  of  it  is  purely 
negative  in  its  character  and  effect,  and  (or  that  reason  un- 
4ivailable  here,  and  the  remainder,  if  true,  and,  for  the  pur- 
]308es  of  this  motion,  its  truth  must  be  assumed,  although 
the  plaintiff  has  made  affidavit  to  the  contrary,  merely  goes 
to  impeach  certain  poitions  of  plaintiff's  testimony,  without 
•destroying  her  right  to  a  verdict  of  some  kind.  The  very 
"declaration  sworn  to  by  the  witness  John  Staebeuer  to  have 
been  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  effect,  that  she  had  bought 
the  pictures  at  a  private  auction  sale,  involves,  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  presented  by  the  case, 
«  substantiation  of  plaintiff's  claim  of  title. 

It  has  been  urged,  however,  and  with  a  great  deal  offeree, 
that  the  newly  discovered  evidence  may^  upon  a  second  trial, 
materially  aid  the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  more  correct  assess- 
ment of  the  value  of  the  pictures  than  has  been  had.  But, 
M  upon  the  first  trial,  a  great  deal  of  testimony  was  sub- 
mitted on  both  sides  as  to  such  value,  the  said  newly  pro- 
posed evidence  is,  in  its  bearings  upon  that  point,  merely 
cumulative,  and  consequently  insufficient,  within  the  rule 
laid  down  by  this  court  in  numerous  decisions,  to  authorize 
the  granting  of  a  new  trial.  It  is  true  that  the  jury  adopted 
almost  the  very  highest  estimate  of  value  placed  upon  the 
articles  by  a  number  ot  witnesses,  and  a  higher  one  than  I, 
sitting  as  a  juror,  should  have  adopted. 

But  their  finding  upon  this  point  was  within  the  evidence, 
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and;  it  being  upon  a  disputed  question  of  fact|  was  pecu- 
liarly within  their  province. 

So  it  is  equally  true  that  the  defendants  have  not^  at  any 
timcy  distinctly  complained  of  the  verdict  as,  an  excessive  one, 
nor  is  their  present  motion  made  upon  such  ground. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  therefore,  as  made,  I  can  find  no 
warrant  for  the  disturbance  ot  the  verdict.  The  motion  for 
a  new  trl'J  must  be  denied  with  costs. 
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McColl  strt  The  Son  Hat.  Int.  C*. 


CNDURT  OF  APPEAIJ5. 

Duncan  McColl  et  cA.  agt  The  Sun  Mutual  Insui:ance 

Company. 


l%e  slHtate  does  not  give  the  eonrtf  in  which  the  trial  of  an  issne  of  fact  is  had, 
power  uor  antbority  to  i^isae  a  eommiuioA  for  t)ie  escamination  of  fureign  witnee- 
•ea  after  trial  and  judgment  in  Ute  action,  ahhongh  an  apptal  from  such  judg- 
ment 18  pending.    This  power  can  only  be  ezercieed  before  trial  and  judgueuL 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  New  York  superior  court, 
heard  at  the  March  general  term,  1872. 

Before  Monell,  Freb:dman  and  Curtis,  J  J. 

This  action  was  tried  by  the  court  and  a  jury,  and  resulted 
ia  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  a  judgmeLt  was  en- 
tered on  the  first  day  of  February,  1S70.  The  defendants 
appealed  to  the  general  term,  and  the  appeal  is  now  pend- 
ing. Another  action  by  the  same  plaintiff  against  the  Har- 
mony Insurance  Company  to  recover  on  another  policy  for 
the  same  loss  w^as  pending  and  untried,  when  in  May,  1S70, 
the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  special  term  for  a  commission  to 
issue  to  examine  witnesses  in  both  actions,  and  an  order  made 
allowing  the  commission  in  each  of  the  actions.  The  defen- 
dants in  this  action  {"  The  Sun  Mutual ")  appealed  from  the 
order,  allowing  a  commission  to  Issue  therein,  having  resisted 
the  order  below,  on  the  ground  that  it  could  not  issue  after 
trial  anct  judgment. 

Judge  Monell  delivered  the  oprnion  as  follows : 

By  (he  court:  Monell,  J. — This  appeal  presents  the 
novel  question :  Whether  an  order  allowing  a  commission 
for  the  examination  of  foreign  witnesses  can  be  issued  after 
the  trial  and  judgment  in  the  action  t     There  was  no  com- 
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mon  law  right  to  take  the  deposition  of  a  witness  out  of  the 
State  to  be  read  at  the  i^rial.  Parties  in  civil  actions  had  the 
right  to  have  the  witnesses  give  their  testimony  in  the  view 
and  presence  of  the  court  and  jury.  But  it  is  provided  by 
statute  that  the  court  may  award  a  commission  to  examine 
a  foreign  witness  upon  interrogatories  (2  22.  S.^  393)|  with  a 
further  provision^  that  the  examination  and  depositions  tai&en 
may  be  used  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  It  would 
seem  to  be  the  only  construction  of  the  statute  that  the  comr 
mission  should  issue  before  the  trial;  inostnuch  as  the  evi«- 
dence  taken  can  be  used  only  at  the  trial,,  and  that^  un* 
dbubtedly,  is  the  correct  construction. 

The  respondent's  counsel  suggested  two  reasons  in  sup- 
port of  the  order.  One  was,  that  the  word  "  pending/'  m 
the  12th  section  of  the  act,  having  been  interpreted  to. ex* 
tend  to  the  final  determination  of  the  action  ( Wegman  agt. 
ChildSj  41  N.  71,  159),  this  action  although  tried,  and  now 
in  judgment,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  "  pending"  action  ;  b«rt 
the  12th  section  provides  merely,  that  if  the  action  is  pend^ 
ing  in  the  supreme  court,  application  for  a  commission  must 
be  made  as  therein  prescribed,  and  in  no  way  Qytends  tbe 
thne  for  its  issuing.  The  other  reason  was,  that  the  ordes 
was  proper  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  evidence,  which 
the  part^  might  lose  by  the  death  or  absence  of  witnesses, 
in  the  event  of  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  the  oidev- 
ing  of  a  new  trial. 

If  there  was  not  to  be  a  new  tdal,  then  the  evidence  could 
never  be  used,  and  it  was  a  work  of  supererogation  to  take 
it  Every  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  correctness-^  the 
judgment.  We  must,  therefore,  assume  th|Lt  there  was  na 
error  committed  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  judgment  wiH 
stand.  The  statute  for  causing  testimony  to  be  perpetuated^ 
does  not  cover  the  evidence  in  this  case.  Tfaat  statute-  w^ 
plies  to  witnesses  within  the  State,  and  cannot  be  extended 
80  as  to  authorize  the  examination  of  foreign  witnesses^  The 
<n'der  appealed  from  is  reversed  with  costs. 
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From  this  decision  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to  this  court. 
Albebt  Mathews,  for  appellants,  plaintiffs. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  General  Term  of 
the  N.  Y.  superior  court,  reversing  an  order  of  Special 
Term,  allowing  commissions  to  issue  to  take  testimony  of 
witnesses  residing  in  Nova  Scotia.  The  order  differed  from 
the  usual  order  for  commissions  to  tak^  testimony,  only  in 
some  particulars.  It  was  made  after  trial  and  judgment, 
and  pending  appeal  upon  exceptions  and  motion  for  new 
trial.  It  authorized  the  examination  of  one  or  more  wit- 
nesses,  whose  depositions  had  been  already  partly  taken  de 
bene  esse^  as  well  as  of  additional  witnesses  named  therein, 
and  also  of  such  other  witnesses  as  might  be  produced  before 
the  commissioners  to  prove  certain  specific  facts  described  in 
the  order.  The.  General  Term  reversed  the  order  on  the 
"sole  ground**  of  "want  of  power*'  in  the  court  below  to 
order  a  commission  to  issue  af);er  judgment  appealed  from  in 
the  action.  Indeed,  this  was  the  only  ground  on  which  the 
order  was  appealable,  Although  granting  of  an  order  was 
discretionary — ^the  refusal  for  want  of  power  is  error  for  which 
appeal  lies  {Russell  agt.  Conn^  20  N.  F.,  81;  Tracey  agt. 
AUmeyer,  46  N.  F.,  602).  All  other  matters  involved  in 
the  order  rested  purely  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  at 
Special  Term. 

First. — ^The  statute  under  which  the  commissions  issued 
is  a  remedial  statute.  It  does  not  affect  any  vested  rights  of 
defendants.  It  is  merely  a  statutory  regulation  of  a  matter 
of  practice  and  procedure,  relating  to  remedies  of  the  parties 
to  a  suit  at  law.  It  was  necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice.  It  should,  therefore,  be  liberally  construed  to  meet 
any  contingency  within  the  scope  of  the  purpose  of  its 
enactment  People  agt.  Tibbets,  4  Cow.,  392 ;  Donaldson  agt. 
Wood,  22  Wend.,  397,  By  the  Chancellor. — Legal  her- 
meneutics,  when  applied  to  the  construction  of  statutes, 
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teach  us  to  reject  a  construction  which  is  contrary  to  natural 
justice  and  equity,  or  which  will  necessarily  be  productive 
of  practical  inconvenience  to  the  community,  unless  the  lan- 
guage of  the  lawgiver  is  so  plain  and    explicit  as  not  to 
admit  of  a  different  construction.      To  give  a  correct  inter- 
pretation to  the  legislative  will,  where  a  statute  was  intended 
to  remedy  the  injurious  operation  of  a  previous  rule,  or 
principle  of  law,  the  court  should  place  itself  in  the  situa- 
tion of  the  legislature  which  passed  the  statute :  that  is^  to 
contemplate,  in   the  first  place,  the  law  as  it  previously 
*  existed,  and  the  necessity  and  probable  object  of  the  change, 
and  then  give  such  a  construction  to  the  language  used  by 
th^  lawmakers  in  providing  the  remedy,  as  to  carry  their 
intention  into  effect,  so  far  as  it  can  be  ascertained  from  the 
terms  of  the  statute  itself,'^  Weed  agt.  Tuclcer^  19  N.  F.,  433; 
Sy  the  Courty  Denio,  J. — "  The  act  in  question  is  not  at 
all  ot  that  character.      It  is  a  part  of  the  legal  arrangements 
for  carrying  on  the  government  and  providing  for  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  among  the  citizens  of  the  state,  and  is 
remedial  in  its  character.     In  such  cases  the  rule  is,  that  if 
the  words  of   a  statute  are  not  explicit,  the  sense  is  to  be 
gathered  from  the  occasion  and  necessity  of  the  law,  the 
defect  in  the  former  law,  and  the  designed  remedy.     It  is  to 
be  so  construed  as  most  effectually  to  meet  the  beneficial  end 
in  view,  and  to  prevent  a  failure  of  the  remedy     It  is  to  be 
construed  liberally,  in  contradistinction  from  a  merely  verbal 
construction — ^largely  and   beneficially — so  as  to  suppress 
the  mischief  and  advance  the  remedy  {DwarriSj  562^  614, 
632).      It  is  by  no  means  unusual,  as  is  said  in  a  late  case, 
to  extend  the  enacting  words  beyond  their  natural  import 
and  effect  in  order  to  include  cases  within  the  same  mischiefs, 
(2  Younge  &  Jervis,  196).'^ 

Second. — The  Revised  Statutes  (p.  393,  §  11),  provide 
that  •*  the  court  may  upon  such  terms  as  it  shall  think  proper 
award  a  commission^  "in  any  action  in  a  court  of  law  being 
a  court  of  record.''     It  prescribes  only  two  conditions :  1st 
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I'hat  *'an  issue  of  fact  shall  have  beeh  joined'^  in  the 
action  ;  2d.  That  it  shall  appear  that  a  "  witness  not  resid- 
ing within  the  state  is  material  in  the  prosecution  or  defense 
of  such  action.^  There  is  no  other  word  of  limitation  or 
restriction  in  this  statute,  or  the  amendment  of  18G2  {chap. 
^75).  The  other  provisions  in  the  statutes  (such  as  relate 
to  commissions  when  a  default  is  taken,  or  such  as  provide 
for  the  mode  of  executing  the  comtnission  and  using  the 
depositions  when  taken)  do  not  in  letter  or  spirit  restrict  the 
ample  power  conferred  in  the  eleventh  section  in  the  original 
statute.  Indeed,  the  amendment  of  1862  {chap.  375)  ex- 
pressly authorizes  a  commission  to  issue  ^^  in  any  proceeding 
pending  in  any  court  of  record.^ 

I.  The  mischief  sought  to  be  provided  against  would  be 
but  partially  remedied  if  the  statute  be  construed  with  a 
limitation  to  cases  where  there  has  been  a  trial  and  is  a  sub- 
sisting verdict  Where  there  is  an  appeal  there  is  always  a 
possibility  of  a  new  trial.  An  appellant  cannot  be  heard  to 
gainsay  the  likelihood  of  such  a  result.  A  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  is  not  absolute.  The  action  is  still  '^ pending'^ 
{Wegman  agt  ChUdSy  41  N.  F.,  169).  In  such  cases  judg- 
ments cannot  be  6et  off  against  each  othet*.  If  the  judg- 
ment be  reversed  and  verdict  set  aside  there  has  been  no 
legal  trial  or  judgment  Not  unfrequently,  (as  in  this  case,) 
judgments  are  reversed  for  want  of  i^ufficient  evidence, 
which  may  be  procured  by  commission,  or  examination  of 
departing  witnesses  de  bene  esstj  pending  appeal.  So  also 
ihaterial  evidence,  (produced  on  the  first  trial,  and  upon 
which  alone  a  recovery  may  be  sustained  tipon  a  second 
trial)  may  be  irrecoverably  lost  if  it  may  not  be  taken  and 
preserved  under  these  statutes  pending  appeal;  for  the 
statute  relating  to  taking  testimony  de  bene  esse  of  witnesses 
leaving  the  state  (2  R.  5.,  p.  391)  is  no  broader  in  its  terms 
than  the  one  under  discussion. 

II.  The  only  limitation  suggested  by  the  defendant  or  the 
court  below,  is  that  the  depositions  can  Only  be  used  ^'  on 
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the  trial  of  the  cause.^  No  other  use  is  contemplated  by 
the  plaintifls.  The  depositions  were  sought  for  to  meet  a 
contingency  which  the  plaintiff  apprehended  and  the  defen- 
dant strove  for,  viz :  a  '^  trial  of  the  cause/'  upon  the  issued 
of  fact  joined  therein. 

ni.  By  granting  a  commission  in  such  cases  very  great 
delay  may  often  be  avoided  in  the  prosecution  or  defense  of 
an  action,  and  if  a  party  be  willing  to  take  upon  himself  the 
burden  and  expense  of  procuring  and  preserving,  from  irre- 
parable loss,  evidence  to  meet  a  contingency  he  reasonably 
apprehends,  the  powers  of  the  court  should  be  exercised  to 
aid  him,  and  a  statute  designed  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice 
should  receive  a  liberal  construction. 

Third. — The  order  appealed  from  being,  (in  the  respects 
complained  of)  made  upon  application  to  the  favor  of  the 
court,  and  wholly  dependent  upon  the  exercise  of  its  discre* 
tion,  was  not  reviewable  upon  appeal  in  the  court  below. 
It  does  not  "  involve  the  merits  '^  of  the  action,  or  "  affect 
a  substantial  right  ^  of  the  defendants.  Such  orders  are  nut 
appealable  {Codey  ^  349 ;  Thatcher  agt.  Bennett^  N.  T.  snj). 
et.y  February^  1854,  died  in  Voorhies?  Code  of  1870,  555, 
note  to  ^  349  ;  St.  John  agt  West,  4  How.^  331  ;  Fitch  agt. 
Livingston^  4  Sandf.^  713;  Leighton  agt.  TFood,  17  Ahb., 
Ill ;  Butler  agt.  NUeSj  3  Rchts.^  645  j  Bank  of  Common- 
wealth agt.  TempUj  39  How.^  439)., 

I.  This  proposition  has  been  always  steadily  maintained, 
in  numberless  varying  shapes,  whenever  the  case  has  arisen. 
Where  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence (Seely  ^gt.  Chitiendenj  1 0  Barb.y  303).  Where  a  sale 
under  judgment  of  foreclosure  was  set  aside  {Buffalo  S.  Bank 
agt.  Newtony  23  N.  F.,  160).  Where  books  and  papers  have 
been  ordered  to  be  produced  ( White  igt.  Munrocy  33  Barb.^ 
650).  Where  pleadings  have  been  amended  {N.  I.  Ice  Co. 
agt.  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.^  23  N.  Z,  362).  Where  a  judgment 
has  been  set  aside  for  collusion  {Baldwin  agt.  The  Mayor  of 
N.  Y.J  2  Keyesy  387).     Where  alimony  has  been  allowed  a 
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wife,  pendente  lite  {Moncrief  agt.  Moncrie/f  10  Ahb.y  315). 
Where  urncndments  and  filing  a  bond  nunc  pro  tunc  have 
been  allowed  {Sayre  agt.  FrazeVj  47  Barb.,  26).  Where  is- 
sues have  been  settled  in  an  equitable  action  {Wood  agt.  The 
Mayor^  4  Abb.^  N.  5.,  152  ;  see  also  Voorhies^  Annotated  Code 
of  1S70,  534,  note  d). 

U.  T^ie  terms  of  the  order^  as  respects  the  names  of  the 
witnesses,  and  the  allowance  of  the  re-examination  of  wit- 
nesses partly  examined  de  bene  esse^  and  the  stay  of  proceed- 
ings, were  all  matters  purely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
dependent  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case  {Van^ 
dervoort  agt.  Columbian  Ins.  Co.,  2  Johns.  Cas.y  137  ;  Ring 
agt  Mott^  2  Sandf.y  683  ;•  Rucco  agt.  Pearce,  3  Jurist^  978). 

(a)  In  lianney  agt.  Weed^  (1  Barb.y  221),  where  an  appli- 
cation, to  issue  a  new  commission,  to  re-examine  a  witness 
who  had  been  once  examined,  was  denied,  because  there  was 
no  suggestion  that  he  could  give  any  additional  evidence,  it 
was  not  doubted  the  court  had  power  to  grant  the  applica- 
tion, and  its  refusal  was  the  exercise  of  its  discretion. 

{b)  In  {Mitchell  agt  Montgofnery^  4  Sand/.y  676),  where 
the  application  was  made  after  one  trial,  and,  the  anaount  ia 
controversy  being  less  than  the  expense  to  be  incurred,  it 
was  deemed  unjust  and  inequitable  to  allow  a  commission  to 

m 

issue,  the  court  regarded  the  exercise  of  the  power  as  dis- 
cretionarv. 

(c)  In  Nicol  agt  Columbian  Ins.  Co.,  (1  CaineSy  345), 
the  supreme  court  allowed  a  second  commission  to  issue  to 
re-examine  a  witness,  as  to  a  collateral  fact  to  which  his 
attention  was  not  particularly  called  on  his  first  examination. 

{d)  In  Fkher  agt.  Dafe,  (17  Johns.^  343),  the  same  court 
(A.  D.  lS;iO)  allowed  a  second  commission  to  issue  to  re-ex- 
amine witnesses  upon  the  mere  suggestion  that  the  witnes- 
ses could  testify  more  fully  to  some  facts  as  to  which  they 
had  already  been  examined. 

(c)  In  P  rher  agt  Nixony  (1  Baldwin^  U.  S.y  291,  A.  D. 
1831),  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  matter  of  coui*se  to  compel  a 
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party  to  name  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  on  a  coramis* 
sion.  All  depends  on  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  be  ex- 
ercised under  the  circumstances  of  the  cas6. 

(/)  In  Winthrop  agt  U.  S.  Ins.  Co.,  (2  Wash,^  U.  S.^ 
712,  A.  D.  1807),  it  was  held  to  be  no  objection. to  taking 
depositions  abroad  that  the  witnesses  had  been  already  ex- 
amined and  cross-examined  under  a  previous  commision  while 
in  the  United  States. 

in.  The  courts  oi  America  and  England  have  constantly 
issued  commissions,  both  in  cases  at  law  and  in  chancery, 
without  naming  witnesses  and  without  any  special  circum- 
stances being  shown  beyond  ordinary  convenience. 

(a)  In  the  courts  of  this  country  it  is  not  unusual  so  to 
issue  such  commissions  {The  Infanta^  1  Abb.  Admr.,  266 ; 
Heaton  agt.  Findley,  12  Fenn.y  (2  Johns.),  304,  310  ;  see  also 
eases  above  cited). 

(b)  They  are  constantly  so  issued  in  England  {CarboneU 
agt.  Bessellj  5  Simmons,  636 ;  Bers/ord  agt.  Easihrope,  4 
Jurist,  104;  Bougemont  agt.  Boyal  Ex.  Ins.  Co,,  7  Fesey, 
Jr.,  304 ;  Goto  agt.  Kinnersley,  6  Mann  &  Gr.^  98 1 ;  same 
case,  8  Jurist,  364 ;  Dimond  agt.  Vallance,  7  Dowl.  Brae. 
Cos.,  590,  ibid ;  Anonymous,  3  Jurist,  385. 

JFoMr^A.— But  if  the  matters  involved  in  the  order  in  ques- 
tion were  legally  the  subject  of  review  upon  appeal,  then  it 
is  insisted  the  order  was  properly  granted  by  the  court  below. 
The  plaintiffs  were  ^* regular^'  in  all  their  proceedings,  and 
there  was  no  unexplained  delay  in  making  their  application. 
The  real  owner  of  the  ship,  and  the  party  in  interest,  being 
a  resident  of  a  foreign  State,  the  affidavit  for  tlie  motions 
was  properly  made  by  the  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs and  real  party  in  interest  {Demar  agt  Van  Zandt,  2 
Johns.  Cas.,  69 ;  Murray  agt.  Kirlcpatrich,  1  Cow.^  210 ; 
BeaU  agt.  Day,  7  Wend.,  513  ;  Deshaye  agt.  Persse,  0  Abb.^ 
289,  n). 

I.  The  defendants  were  very  confident  of  obtaining  a  new 
trial  in  the  action  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  plaintiffs' 
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evidence  in  respect  to  the  matters  involved  in  the  ccffnmis* 
sions.  The  plaintiffi'  counsel  hod  furnished  in  the  motion 
papers  all  the  names  of  witnesses  he  was  able  to  procure, 
after  due  diligence.  The  facts  to  be  proved  were  well  known 
at  Sydney  ;ind  Cow  Bay,  but  the  witnesses  to  prove  them 
were  masters  of  vessels,  and,  by  reason  of  their  migratory 
habits,  it  became  difficult  to  name  such  aa  would  be  in  those 
ports  when  the  commissions  would  arrive  there.  The  plain- 
tiffs described  and  limited  themselves  to  two  classes  of  facts, 
to  be  proved  by  the  unnamed  witnesses,  viz. :  ^'  custom  of 
navigation,"  and  ^^  the  loss  and  sale  of  the  vessel.'' 

n.  The  plaintiffs  have  a  meritorious  cause  of  action,  and 
are  entitled  to  the  aid  of  all  the  powers  and  process  of  the 
court  to  procure  all  the  evidence  in  existence,  to  establish 
beyond  controversy  all  the  facts  necessary  to  uphold  their 
claim.  They  are  without  fault  and  seek  no  improper  advan- 
tage over  the  defendants.  There  is  nothing  unfair,  nor  a 
suggestion  of  anything  improper  in  the  testimony  sought  to 
be  procured.  Abundant  reason  is  shown  for  not  naming  all 
the  witnesses  sought  to  be  examined.  It  was  practically  im- 
possible to  do  so.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  the  tes- 
timony preserved  at  their  own  expense,  for  further  use,  ii 
needed.  Upon  the  new  trial  granted  (which  defendants  asked 
and  expected)  the  testimony  will  be  required,  and  the  delay 
of  procuring  it  will  be  avoided. 

Fifth. — ^The  plaintiffs  being  in  all  respects  "  regular  ^  and 
without  fault,  they  had  a  legal  right  to  the  order  of  the  court 
directing  the  commissions  to  issue. 

I.  Under  the  statutes  a  party  has  a  right  to  a  commission 
when  a  regular  application  is  made,  unless  he  has  previously 
forfeited  such  right  by  his  misconduct  or  inexcusable  neglect 
(2  R.  &,  393,  ^n^act  of  1862,  chap.  376  ;  Sparks  agt  Bar- 
retj  6  ScoWsj  402). 

II.  The  power  of  the  court  to  issue  the  commissions  with- 
out naming  the  witnesses,  and  also  after  some  of  those  named 
bad  been  examined  de  bene  esse^  cannot  be  questioned.   This 
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lias  long  been  well  settled  bj  adjudicated  cases,  both  in  this 
country  and  in  England.  There  is  no  prohibition  against 
either  mode  of  issuing  commissions  contained  in  the  statute; 
nor  any  words  of  limitation  which  would  exclude  su<|h  order 
(2  JR.  S.y  393,  §^  1 1  and  12).  The  former  statute  (from  which 
the  present  is  derived)  expressly  required  the  witnesses  to  be 
named  in  the  commbsion.  In  the  revision  of  the  statute 
this  restriction  (with  some  others  equally  important)  was 
purposely  omitted,  and  all  such  matters  were  left  to  the  dis« 
cretion  of  the  court  (1  Rev.  LawSy  520,  ^11).  Even  under 
the  old  statutes  it  was  held  that  the  court  had  power  to  is- 
sue commissions  without  naming  the  witnesses. 

(a)  In  iSOl  a  commission  was  allowed  to  be  issued  out  of 
the  supreme  court  without  naming  witnesses,  although  the 
court  was  so  impressed  with  the  want  of  merits  in  the  ap- 
pUcation,  that  a  stay  of  proceedings  was  denied  (Franklin 
agt  The  United  Ins.  Co.y  2  Johns.  Cas.y  68  and  285. 

(6)  Again  in  1829,  notwithstanding  the  letter  of  the  stat- 
ute as  it  then  stood,  (although  specific  objection  was  made 
by  the  late  Mr.  Cutting,  as  counsel,  opposed  to  the  applica- 
tion), a  commission  was  allowed  to  issue  without  naming 
the  witnesses  (Schaffer  agt.  Wilcox^  2  Hally  502). 

(o)  Under  the  present  statute  such  commissions  issue  out 
of  the  supreme  court,  and  the  power  to  issue  them  is  unques- 
tioned (McMahon  agt.  Allen^  18  Ahb.j  289). 

(d)  In  Wright  agt.  Jessupj  (3  Dtiery  ^^2),  where  the  ap- 
plication was  denied  by  reason  of  laches  in  the  applicant  the 
I  ower  of  the  court  was  sustained. 

(e)  As  an  equitable  tribunal,  the  court  probably  bad  full 
power  (independently  of  the  statute),  to  issue  the  commis- 
sions without  naming  any  of  the  witnesses  {Brown  agt. 
Southworthy  9  Paigey  353,  2  Dan.  Ch.y  1  Am.  cd.  1,099  to 
1,102;  Forrest  agt.  Forresty  25  N.  F.,  506;  Bowen  agt 
The  Irish  Fresh  Corp,  of  N.  F.,  6  Duer.y  264;  see  also 
Third  Pointy  Subs.  II  and  III). 

ni.  By  the  terms  of  the  order  the  expense  of  executing 
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the  commissions  was  put  upon  the  plaintifis,  and  all  detri- 
ment to  the  defendants  was  thereby  obviated. 

Sixth. — The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with 
costs  ff  this  court,  and  the  order  of  the  special  term  should 
be  affirmed  with  costs  of  appeal  in  the  court  below. 

Samuel  Hand  and  Joseph  H.  Choate,  for  respandenty 
defendant 

First — The  order  is  not  appealable. 

Second. — The  whole  scheme  of  the  statutes  for  the  ex- 
amination of  witnesses  on  commission,  contemplates  the  is- 
suing of  a  commission  only  when  an  issue  of  fact  is  pending 
and  untried,  and  in  no  case  after  a  full  trial  and  determina- 
tion of  uU  the  issues  of  fact,  by  the  finding  of  a  verdict  and 
the  entry  of  judgment  thereon  (2  Stat.  Edm.j  409-412; 
Laws  of  1S62,  chap.  375). 

I.  It  is  only  when  an  issue  of  fact  shall  have  been  joined, 
and  solely  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  that  issue  of  fact, 
and  to  examine  witnesses  ^'  material  in  the  prosecution  or 
defense  of  the  action,"  that  the  court  is  authorized  to  award 
a  commission  {%  11). 

Upon  the  settlement  of  the  ifiterrogatones,  only  "  ques- 
tions pertinent  to  the  cause''  are  to  be  allowed  (^  12). 

And  the  only  use  that  can  be  made  of  the  depositions  so 
taken  is,  '^to  offer  and  use  them  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
the  cause  ^  {%  23). 

And  it  being  manifest  that  the  statute,  as  originally  ex- 
pressed, did  not  authorize  a  commission  to  be  issued  after 
judgment,  there  is  a  supplementary  section  to  meet  the  case 
of  evidence  ot  foreign  witnesses  being  needed  to  meet  the 
case  of  an  assessment  of  damages,  which  provides  that  ^^  if 
an  interlocutory  judgment  shall  have  been  obtained  in  any 
action,  a  commission  may  be  awarded  on  the  application  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  like  cases  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
an  issue  of  fact  had  been  joined;  and  the  depositions  taken 
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thereon  may  be  used  in  evidence  on  any  proceedings  to  as- 
sess the  plaintiffs'  damages,  with  the  like  effect  as  herein  pro- 
vided in  case  of  trial  ^  {^  24). 

And  so  the  act  of  1 862  provides  for  the  issuing  of  a  com- 
mission after  any  default  taken. 

II.  The  cause  having  been  tried,  a  verdict  found  and  judg- 
ment entered,  there  is  no  issue  of  fact  pending  in  the  case. 
The  issue  of  fact  has  been  tried  and  disposed  of,  and  no 
longer  exists.  No  interrogatory  as  to  matters  of  fact  can 
now  be  pertinent  to  the  cause.  The  future  "prosecution 
and  defense  of  the  action  ^  is  upon  the  appeal,  and  the  tes- 
timony of  no  witness  can  be  said  to  be  "  material  ^  thereto. 

III.  Nor  can  it  be  claimed  that  the  order  of  the  special 
term  was  right  as  an  order  to  perpetuate  testimony  under  the 
statute.  The  affidavits  do  not  make  a  proper  case  for  that 
relief,  and  it  is  not  permitted,  except  to  perpetuate  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  within  the  State. 

IV.  The  court  cannot  presume  that  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
had  any  more  than  that  an  action  not  yet  commenced  will 
be  tried.  Until  the  trial  already  had  is  reviewed  upon  the 
appeal,  every  presumption  must  be  in  favor  of  the  determin- 
ation already  had. 

V.  The  plaintiff  has  had  his  day  in  court  upon  the  case ; 
has,  in  fact,  had  his  own  time  for  preparation.  He  cannot 
be  allowed  to  try  first  and  prepare  afterward. 

As  to  the  defendant,  the  maxim  r^  m  debet  his  vexari  in 
eadeni  causa  applies  as  fully  to  protect  him  from  the  neces- 
sity of  preparing  for  a  second  trial  of  an  issue  which  now 
stands  determined,  as  from  being  put  to  the  second  trial  it- 
self under  the  same  circumstances. 

VI.  Tiiis  case  is  a  particularly  gross  one.  The  plaintiff 
having  had  four  years  for  preparation,  having  examined  all 
the  witnesses  he  choie  to,  and  having  been  once,  by  the 
special  favor  of  the  court,  allowed  to  withdraw  a  juror  for 
the  purpose  of  making  further  preparation,  and  after  the 
lapse  of  another  year,  having  completed  his  proofs,  he  brought 


464  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

M cCoJI  agt  Tbe  Sao  Mat.  Int.  Co. 

the  cajse  to  trial,  and  the  defendants  resting  the  case  upon  his 
own  testimony  without  offering  proofs  of  their  own,  he  ob- 
tained a  verdict  and  judgment  for  his  full  claim. 

In  such  a  case,  it  ia  not  only  without  authority  of  law, 
but  in  the  highest  degree  oppressive  and  unjust  to  the  de- 
fendants to  put  them  to  the^  furtlier  trouble  and  expense  of 
examining  a  score  of  witnesses  upon  commission. 

Therefore,  the  order  should  be  reversed  entirely. 

Third. — The  re-examination  of  the  witnesses  already  ex- 
amined is  wholly  irregular.  No  ground  whatever  is  shown 
for  it.  It  appears  that  they  were  fully  examined  before.  No 
opposition  even  was  oftered  by  the  defendants  to  the  facts 
proved  by  them.  There  is  no  allegation  of  omission,  mis- 
take, neglect,  or  imperfection  in  their  testimony  as  it  stands 
upon  the  record  taken  de  lene  esse  upon  a  full  oral  examina- 
tion. Only  the  counsel  who  tried  the  cause  for  the  plain- 
tiff thinks  that  ^^  they  are  not  so  full  and  explicit  as  they 
should  be.'^  Probably  no  witness  was  ever  examined  where 
conscientious  counsel  did  not,  upon  subsequent  reflection, 
think  of  better  questions  which  might  have  been  put — or  of 
questions  put  which  might  better  have  been  omitted. 

It  has  long  been  the  settled  rule  of  practice  that  after  the 
deposition  of  a  witness  has  been  taken  upon  a  commission, 
and  the  commission  returned,  the  party  cannot  have  a  new 
commission  to  re-examine  the  same  witness,  merely  upon  th^ 
expectation  that  he  may  now  swear  more  definitely  than  be- 
fore ;  in  the  absence  of  any  suggestion  that  the  witness  has 
made  a  mistake,  or  that  new  evidence  has  been  discovered 
{Raney  agt  Weedy  1  Barb ,  220).  Still  less  should  a  party 
be  allowed  to  re- examine  witnesses  who  have  already  been 
examined  orally  de  bene  esse  by  the  counsel  of  both  parties. 

Fourth. — ^The  issuing  of  a  commission  to  examine  witnes-^ 
ses  not  named  nor  described  is  never  allowed.   Under  special 
circumstances,  which  are  not  shown  here,  witnesses  whose 
names  may  not  be  known,  but  who  are  described,  may  be  so 
examined. 
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The  only  pretext  offered  for  this  extraordinary  applicatiofi 
^  that  although  he  has  had  five  years  to  procure  his  testi- 
mony^ and  knew  all  the  time  in  what  class  of  persons  to  look 
for  it,  the  plaintiff  has  recently  been  written  to  by  his  coun- 
sel for  the  names  of  the  witnesses  to  prove  his  case,  and  hiir 
counsel  received  do  answer,  or  only  the  name  of  one  witness^' 
by  telegraph. 

Here  is  a  case  of  the  grossest  negligence,  and  the  part/ 
applying  for  such  an  extraordinary  order  is  always  required 
to  show  due  diligence  in  finding  the  names  and  residences  of 
his  witnesses  {Sha/er  agt.  Wilcox^  2  Hally  602  ;  Wright  agt. 
Jessupj  3  DueTy  642). 

In  the  latter  case,  it  appeared  that  the  case  had  been  at 
issue  for  some  months,  and  had  several  times  been  noticed 
for  trial,  and  this  court  held  ^^  that  the  general  rule  that  the 
witnesses  must  be  named  in  the  commission  was  never  de- 
paited  from,  except  under  very  special  circumstances,  and 
never  when  by  reasonable  diligence  the  names  might  have 
been  ascertained ;  that  the  laches,  in  making  the  motion, 
was  not  excused  in  the  affidavit,  and  therefore  the  motion 
was  denied  with  cost. 

(a)  The  affidavit  does  not  show  even  the  existence  of  any 
material  witness  among  the  unknown  parties  to  be  exam- 
ined. 

(5)  This  portion  of  the  order  is  a  mere  fishing  excursion 
to  catch  some  shipmaster  who,  by  possibility,  may  happen 
into  Cow  Bay,  and  be  acquainted  with  the  customs  of  that 
region  five  years  ago. 

The  order  appealed  from  shonld  be  afiirmed  With  costs. 

Andrews,  J. — The  order  awarding  a  commission  in  this 

csase  was  made  at  special  term,  upon  the  application  of  the 

plaintifis,  after  judgment  and  after  appeal  therefrom  by  the 

defendants  to  the  general  term,  and  while  the  appeal  was 

pending  and  undetermined. 

The  right  of  a  party  to  an  action,  lo  have  the  evidence  of 
Vol-  XLIV.  80 


*66     NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

m 

McCoIl  agt.  The  San  Muu  Ins.  Co. 

■  I  —  ■ 

witnesses  taken  upon  commission,  and  the  power  of  the 
court  to  award  a  commission^  depends  solely  upon  the 
Statute. 

The  statute  authorizes  the*  court  to  award  a  commission  * 
for  the  examination  of  foreign  witnesses  whenever  an  issue 
•of  fact  shall  have  been  joined;  and  it  shall  appear  that  the 
witness  to  be  examined  is  "material  in  the  prosecution  or 
-defense/'  of  the  action  (2  Bjev^  Siaty  394,  sec.  11). 

In  settling  the  interrogatories  to  be  attached  to  the  com- 
mission, each  party  may  insert  any  question  '^  pertinent  to 
the  cause"  {sec.  12). 

And  the  examination  and  deposition  taken  may  be  "  used 
4)11  the  trial  of  the  cause  "  {sec.  23) 

We  are  of  opinion  that  under  this  statute^  where  an  issue 
«of  fact  has  been  joined,  a  commission  is  not  authorized  to  be 
issued,  unless  the  issue  of  fact  is  depending  when  the  appli- 
•cation  is  made,  and  the  right  to  a  trial  of  the  issue  appears 
«pon  the  record. 

This  is  not  the  condition  of  a  case  pending  on  appeal  after 
trial  upon  the  merits,  and  after  judgment.  The  issue  of 
fact  is  then  determined,  and  is  merged  in  the  judgment. 

The  reversal  of  the  judgment  may  require  a  new  trial  o 
the  action,  but  this  event  is  uncertain. 

There  is  no  present  right  to  a  trial  and  there  may  never 
be  such  right,  and  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity 
•«f  the  judgment. 

It  cannot  be  made  to  appear  upon  the  application  in  such 
•ease,  that  the  witness  whose  examination  is  sought,  "is 
material  m  the  prosecution  or  defense  of  the  action. 

Its  further  prosecutipn  depends  upon  the  judgment  of 
•the  appellate  court. 

If  the  right  to  award  a  commission  exists,  pending  an  ap- 
peal from  4he  judgment,  then  it  may  be  awarded  although 
the  appeal  is  pending  in  this  court. 

Such  a  power  is  not  within  the  contemplation  of  a  stat- 
tite^  and  the  power  of  the  court  in  which  the  trial  is  to  be 
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had  to  issue  the  commission^  can  only  be  exercised  before 
trial  and  judgment* 

It  may  be  that  it  would  be  in  furtherance  of  justice  to 
extend  the  statute  so  as  to  embrace  causes  like  this^  but  it  is 
to  be  considered  that  it  would  subject  the  prevailing  party 
in  the  judgment  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  joining  in  the 
commission,  with  a  view  to  a  new  trial,  although  judgment 
had  passed  in  his  favor. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Qrov£:R;  «7.,  dissenting,  Rapallo,  cT*.,  not  voting. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex.  rel  Thomas  Godwin  ngt.  The  AHEniCAV 
Institute  of  the  city  of  New  York. 


Where  a  corporation,  in  their  by-laws  adopt  the  rales  in  Cashing*!  Mannal  for  the 
govenimeiit  of  hU  debutes  of  its  meroberSf  and  no  other  provision  \»  made  on 
that  subject  in  the  by*la\vii,  Citshing's  Manual  mast  control  the  members  of  tho 
corporation  In  ibat  matter. 

That  prorides  that  if  offeuoive  trords  are  not  taken  notice  of  at  the  time  (key  art 
tpobtHy  but  the  member  is  allowed  to  finish  his  speech,  and  then  any  oilier  })erBon 
speaks,  or  any  other  nmtter  of  business  iutervenes,  before  notice  is  taken  of  the 
words  which  )eave  offense,  the  words  are  not  to  be  written  down,  hot  tlie  member 
using  tliem  cenMiired. 

Therefore,  where  a  mem1>er  in  debate,  at  a  meeting  of<  the  corporation,  uses  whal 
are  considereil  offensive  and  improper  words,  which  are  not  objected  to  or  noticed 
at  the  tiine  or  during  the  meeting,  he  cannot  be  tried  and  expelled  for  n^ing  those 
words  u|Kiii  charges  mode  at  a  subsequent  meeting.  Such  expuUiou  is  irregular 
and  wiUiout  anthoriiy. 


Special  Temtj  Nexo  YorTcy  Aprils  1873. 
Motion  by  relator  for  a  mandamus. 

S.  G.  Courtney,  for  relator. 

E.  N.  DiCKERSON,  for  respondents. 

Fancher,  J. — The  respondents  were  incorporated  by  an 
act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York,  passed  May 
2|  1829,  and. are  owners  of  real  and  personal  estate  of  large 
value.  The  relator  was  on  the  12th  November,  1S46,  elected 
a  life-member  of  the  corporation,  and  continued  to  hold  such 
relation  to  the  corporation  until  June  6th,  1872,  when  he 
was  expelled  for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  by-laws  of  the 
corporation. 

The  relator  alleges,  that  bis  expulsion  was  without  cause ; 
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bat  the  respondents  assert  that  the  eaoso  of  expulsion  was 
sufficient,  and  that  the  proceedings  of  the  eorporation  which 
involved  the  expulsion,  were  authorized  by  their  charter  an<l 
by-laws ;  and  tliey  further  contend  that  their  prooeedings 
tice  not  open  to  revision  on  mandamus. 

By  virtue  of  his  membership  an  interest  in  the  property 
of  the  corporation  was  vested  in  tbe  relator,  and  be  cannot 
be  deprived  of  it,  without  his  consent  or  due  process  of  law. 
Wlien  he  became  a  member  of -the  corporation  he  assented 
to  tlie  by-laws  adopted  tor  its  government,  and  he  has  no 
right  to  complain  if  there  has  been  a  fair  and  proper  admiai- 
strution  of  the  by-laws  in  his  case ,  but  if  tbe  by-laws  have  ^ 
not  been  observed,  he  has  been  improperly  expelled,  and  thts 
court  has  the  power,  and  should  exercise  it,  to  reinstate  by 
mandamus  {The  People  ex.  ret  Price  ogt.  Am.  Institute^  2 
Leg.  Obs.y  170 ;  The  People  agt  Medkal  Soc.  of  Erie^  24 
JBarb.j  577). 

It  is  alleged  that  at  a  meettng  of  the  inflftiiiite,  beld  on  the 
5th  October,  1871^  a  resolution  was  adopted  authorizing  the 
trustees  to  purchase  or  lease  the  premises  known  as  the 
Empire  City  Skating  Rink,  on  the  Third  avenuow 

The  relator,  with  others,  opposed  the  resolution  a4  that 
meeting,  prior  to  its  adoption  ;  and  he,  also,  at  tbe  subse- 
quent meeting,  held  on  the  2d  November,  made  an  unsuo^ 
eesful  motion  for  an  amendment  of  the  minutes  of  die  Octo- 
ber meeting,  relating  to  the  action  of  the  institute  as  to  the 
rink. 

At  the  meeting  of  November  2,  1871,  a  committee  was 
appointed  to  investigate  certain  charges  agaim^t  the  relators, 
presented  at  that  meeting.  From  an  examination  of  the 
charges  it  appears  that  he  was  accused  of  using  language  at 
the  meetmg  in  October  **  calculated  to  excite  infusion  and 
dissension  among  the  members  in  violation  of  by-laws,  art* 
xxii.,  sec.  16  ]^  dso  that,  at  said  meeting^  ^  be  did  not,  in 
ipeaking  upon  a  certain  question  under  debate,  confine  him- 
self to  the  question,  but  wandered  therefrom  into  iudedirous 
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language;"  also  that  he  "imputed  improper  motives"  in 
that  debate  to '  certain  members,  and  accused  members  of 
being  improperly  influenced  in  the  matter  of  the  resolution 
as  to  the  rink. 

The  investigating  committee  reported  that  they  found  tha 
charges  sustained.  At  a  subsequent  meeting  a  special  com- 
mittee was  appointed,  under  the  by-laws,  to  try  the  charges, 
and  the  relator  was  summoned  to  appear  for  trial.  The  trial 
was  had,  and  the  trial  commktee  in  May,  1872,  reported  in 
favor  of  expelling  the  relator  from  membership  in  the  insti- 
tute. * 

The  resolution  was  laid  over  to  the  meeting  held  on  the 
6th  June,  1872,  when  it  was  resolved  to  vote  by  white  and 
black  balls  on  the  proposed  resolution  of  expulsion. 

The  vote  was  accordingly  taken  in  that  manner,  when  G4 
voted  in  favor  and  15  opposed  to  the  resolution,  and  it  was 
declared  to  be  adopted. 

The  question  is  whether  or  not  these  proceedings  were  in 
accordance  with  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation  t 

Art  xxiv.,  sec.  20  of  the  by-laws,  reads  as  follows :  "  The 
rule  in  Cushing's  Manual  shall  govern  all  debates,  except  in 
cases  herein  specially  provided  for." 

Cushing's  Manual  points  out  the  procedure  when  action  of 
a  deliberative  body  is  taken  for  disorderly  words.  The 
member  is  called  to  order,  and  his  words  reduced  to  writing 
by  the  clerk.  The  assembly  then  determine  whether  the 
member  has  been  guilty  of  any  offense,  and  whether  further 
proceedings  to  punish  him  shall  be  had.  The  following 
paragraph  follows :  "  232.  If  offensive  words  are  not  taken 
notice  of  at  the  time  they  are  spoken,  but  the  member  is  al- 
lowed to  finish  his  speech,  and  then  any  other  person  speaks, 
or  any  other  matter  of  business  intervenes,  before  notice  is 
taken  of  the  words  which  gave  offense,  the  words  are  not  to 
be  written  down,  nor  the  member  using  them  censured. 
The  rule  is  established  for  the  common  security  of  all  the 
membersi  and  to  prevent  the  mistakes  which  must  neces- 
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sarily  happen,  if  words  complained  of  are  not  immediately 
reduced  to  writing.'^ 

This  rule  was  not  observed  in  the  proceedings  against  tha 
relator.  It  does  not  appear  that  his  supposed  violation  of 
the  rules  of  debate,  were  noticed  by  any  action  at  the  Octo- 
ber meeting,  where  the  offensive  words  were  spoken.  The 
first  action  was  at  the  meeting  in  November  following.  As 
the  meeting  at  which  the  words  were  spoken  did  not  take 
any  action  concerning  them,  it  was  .not  competent  for  a  sub- 
sequent meeting  to  take  action  in  regard  to  them. 

There  was  no  by-law  of  the  corporation  to  authorize  any 
action  in  the  matter  at  such  subsequent  meeting.  The  rule 
quoted  from  Cushing's  Manual  applies  lo  the  case,  and  by 
the  20th  section  of  article  xxiv.,  it  contains  the  law  applic- 
able to  the  offensive  words  of  the  relator.  Section  6  of  the 
same  article,  contains  a  provision,  under  which  the  relator 
might  have  been  called  to  order  at  the  time  the  words  were 
spoken ;  the  penalty  for  which  would  have  been  that  tlie  re- 
lator should  take  his  seat,  provided  the  presiding  officer  de- 
clared him  to  be  out  of  order. 

The  same  section  contains  further  provisions  ad  to  the 
course  of  proceeding  in  case  a  member  thus  pronounced  out 
of  order,  should  refuse  to  take  his  seat  But  the  return  ot 
the  respondents  does  not  set  up  that  the  relator  was  called 
to  order,  and  refused  to  take  his  seat  after  being  declared  out 
of  order ;  and  it  shows  that  the  proceedings  touching  the  re- 
lator, were  not  of  that  character  and  are  not  protected  by 
the  sixth  section  of  article  xxiv. 

It  is  clear  that  the  proceedings  against  the  relator  leading 
to  his  trial  and  "expulsion,  and  which  began  in  the  November 
meeting,  were  unauthorized  by  the  by-laws  of  the  corposa- 
tion,  and  his  expulsion  was  therefore  improper. 

The  motion  for  a  mandamus  must  be  granted. 
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COURT  OF  APPEAUS. 

£aiiu£L  Fordhak^  Eeq>ondenty  agt.  William  SmitH|  appel- 
lant 


^  Referee  cannot  diiregard  nnditpnted  eTideuce,^or  Jadioiallj  infer  something  elae 

to  be  tme,  of  which  there  is  no  evidence. 
A  refosal  to  find  facts  of  which  there  is  evidence  nndispnted,  and  an  exception  to 
*  such  refusal,  raises  a  question  of  Uyf  to  be  heard  bj  the  court  of  appeals. 


September y  1871. 

Philip  S.  Crooke,  for  appellant 
Wm.  J.  OsBORNB;  for  respondent. 

FoLOER;  J. — ^Thia  action  is  for  the  alleged  wrongful  con- 
version by  the  defendant  of  a  promissory  note  made  by  bim, 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  learned  referee  has  found  that  it  came  again,  unlaw- 
fully, into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  was  by  him, 
in  collusion  with  the  payee,  destroyed,  or  was  converted  to 
his  own  use  by  him. 

The  sole  question  presented  by  this  appeiil  is  whether 
there  is  any  evidence  on  which  the  learned  referee  could  base 
this  finding. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  no  witness  spoke  upon  the  trial, 
sate  such  as  was  called  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  must  be  held  then  to  have  thought  each 
witness  credible,  and  to  have  presented  him  to  the  court  as 
truthful  {Thompson  agt.  Blanehardy  3  Coms.j  303-11). 

Doubtless  the  learned  referee  had  the  right  to  have  found 
any  witness  mistaken  in  his  statements,  and  if  there  was  a 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.     478 

~ —  ■  ■  _  _ 

Fordham  agt  toitb. 

contradiction  between  his  testimony  and  that  of  the  other, 
or  that  of  any  other  of  the  witnesses,  have  decided  the 
•question  of  the  fact  contrary  to  such  statement.  But  be 
could  not  judicially  deem  some  of  them  false  and  peijured, 
and  so  hold,  and  because  so  holding;,  infer  therefrom  that  the 
truth  of  the  matter  was  the  reverse  qf  what  was  testified  to 
by  the  witness  so  deemed.' 

Now  the  defendant  was  by  the  plaintiff  called  as  a  witness^ 
and  testified  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  note,  that  he  had 
not  got  it,  that  be  had  nevcjr  seen  it,  since  he  had  given  it  to 
Campbell,  the  payee  of  it,  that  he  did  not  know  what  bad. 
become  of  the  note,  that  he  did  not  know  what  Campbeli 
bad  done  with  it,  that  he  hfi4  never  seen  it  since. 

And  the  payee  Campbell  being  also  called  as  a  witnecis  by 
the  plaintiff  testified  to  the  defendant's  declaration,  that  h^ 
had  never  seen  the  note  afler  it  was  given. . 

Thus,  there  is  positive  testimony  from  a  witness  of  the 
plaintiff  speaking  in  court,  and  proof  of  the  declaration  of  the 
same  person  given  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  note  did  not 
again  come  into  the  defendant'^  possession  and  was  not  by 
bim  converted  to  his  own  use. 

There  is  no  direct  testimony  that  it  did  come  again  into 
his  possession,  or  that  it  was  by  him  converted  to  his  own 
use.  There  is  no  testimony  of  other  facts,  from  which  thtf 
learned  referee  has  inferred  that  it  was  possible  that  it  could 
have,  and  probable  that  it  did.  Thus,  Campbell  the  payee 
of  the  note  testified,  that  he  went  to  the  defendant's  house 
and  found  him  siok  in  bed,  at  the  point  of  death,  notcx* 
pected  to  recover,  that  he  (Campbell)  had  the  note  with  him 
enclosed  in  an  envelope,  addressed  to  the  defendant,  that  his 
intention  in  going  to  the  house  of  the  defendant  was  to  give 
him  the  note,  that  without  speaking  to  him  on  the  subject 
he  left  the  note  at  the  house,  with  no  person,  but  lying  on  a 
table  in  the  sick-room  in  which  there  was  no  one  but  the 
defipndant.  The  wife  of  the  defendant  and  her  brother  were 
in  the  bouse  in  attendance  upon  the  defendant.     Further^ 


474  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Fordimm  agt.  Smith. 

the  defendant  on  his  examination,  said  that  tie  had  had  no 
conversation  with  Campbell  about  this  suit,  and  that  he  did 
not  st^e  how  any  suit  could  be  brought  against  him.  And  it 
was  also  proven  that  he  had  made  the  declaration  that  he  had 
never  given  Campbell  any  note. 

Upon  this  testimony,  and  upon  the  fact  that  neither  the 
wife  of  the  defendant,  nor  her  bi'other,  was  called  as  a  wit- 
ness to  explain,  the  learntd  referee  discredits  and  discards 
the  positive  and  direct  testimony  of  the  defendant  as  a  wit- 
ness, put  upon  the  stand  by  the  plaintiff  and  by  the  plaintiff 
thus  certified  to  be  credible.  A  direct  and  positive  negative 
from  such  a  witness  is  allowed  to  be  over  borne  by  a  possi* 
bility,  from  which  is  inferred  %  probability,  and  that  proba- 
bilitv  deemed  to  be  so  certain  as  to  warrant  a  finding;  and  a 
judgment  for  tiie  plaintiff. 

It  is  possible  that  the  sick  man,  at  the  point  of  death, 
not  expected  to  recfover  from  what  seemed  a  mortal  sickness, 
may  have  arisen  from  his  bed  and  possessed  himself  of  the 
note,  of  the  presence  of  which  in  the  room  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  was  aware.  It  is  possible  that  the. wife  or  the 
brother  may  have  found,  upon  the  table,  the  envelope  ad- 
dressed to  the  defendant  and  upon  his  recovery  have  delivered 
it  to  him.  But  there  is  no  such  legal  certainty  or  probability 
that  either  of  these  things  took  place,  as  should  be  permitted 
to  overcome  the  out  and  out  denial  of  the  defendant  if  it  is 
to  be  iield  as  uttered  with  truthful  purpose.  Nor  is  the 
truthfulness  of  that  denial  so  shaken  by  anything  disclosed 
in  the  evidence  as  that  it  should  be  held  not  to  be. 

What  is  that  evidence  f  The  defendant  did  say,  that  he 
had  never  given  this  note  to  Campbell.  It  was  an  accomo- 
dation note,  and  he  might,  with  that  fact  in  his  mind,  well 
say  thut  he  had  not  given  it,  for  in  his  judgment  he  had  lent 
it.  His  saying  as  a  witness  that  he  did  not  see  how  any  suit 
could  be  brought  against  him,  is  not  strange.  For,  if  as  he 
asserts,  he  had  not  converted  the  note,  this  suit  would  not 
lie.    Aud  we  find  his  counsel  through  successive  appeals^ 
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contending  that  this  was  an  accomodation  note,  and  that  as 
the  plaintiff  had  never  parted  for  it  with  anything  of  value, 
he  was  not  a  bona  fide  holder  of  it,  and  so  not  able  to  main- 
tain  a  guit  upon  the  note  against  the  defendant.  Even 
though  counsel  should  be  found  in  error  in  this  regard,  the 
defendant,  relying  upon  counsel,  may  have  been  inoculated 
with  that  belief,  and  so  believing  have  testified. 

That  the  wife,  or  the  brother  of  the  wife,  of  the  defen- 
dant, was  not  called  to  explain,  is  not  incompatible  with  the 
defendants'  position.  They  were  as  amenable  to  the  process 
of  the  plaintiff  as  to  that  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defen- 
dant had  as  much  right  to  risk  the  weakness  of  the  plaintifi^ 
case,  as  made  by  him,  as  the  plaintiff  to  i-isk  its  strength, 
and  so  neither  is  more  reprehensible  than  the  other  in  not 
accumulating  testimony  upon  the  issue  between  them,  al- 
though the  defendant  may  be  presumed  to  best  know  to  what 
they  would  testify. 

On  the  whole  then,  the  case  sought  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  is  positively  negatived  by  a  part  of  the  testimony 
by  him  produced.  And  from  the  other  part  of  it,  there  is 
no  inference  legitimately  to  be  made  which  will  amount  to  a 
legal  certainty  or  probability.  And  though  it  was  in  the 
province  of  the  learned  referee  to  presume  and  to  infer,  it 
was  to  presume  and  to  infer  only  in  such  wise  as  was  war- 
ranted by  all  the  evidence  before  him.  We  think  that  he 
has  done  other  than  this,  and  has  made  findings  and  rendered 
judgment  not  at  all  to  be  sustained  by  the  evidence  before 
him,  nor  by  any  just  and  legal  inference  from  it. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

FoLGER,  J*.,  reads  opinion  for  reversal  and  new  triaL 
Church,  Ch.  J*.,  Allen,  Bapallo  and  Andrews,  JJ.^ 
concur. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Geobqb  W.  Hsad  agt  Suhjel  F.  Smitil 

Where  a  disputed  qnestion  of  fact  has  been  foYly  pobmitted  to  the  Jury,  their 
idiot  tliereoQ  caonot  be  diatorbed  npoa  any  opinion  which  may  be  entertained  by 
the  eoart  on  a  review,  as  to  whieb  way  the  eonflict  should  have  been  decided. 

y^here  the  plaintiff  reads  a  portion  of  the  jdeiendant's  answer  to  the  Jnry  as  evi- 
dence to  oontradiet  the  witnesses  of  the  defendant,  and  the  jury,  notwithstanding, 
lind  the  facts  iu  accordance  with  the  defendant*e  witnesses,  the  objection  of  tJbm 
pUintiir  that  the  defendant  by  his  answer  is  estopped  from  setting  np  these  fact^ 
cannot  prevail  to  disturb  the  verdict  of  (he  Jniy. 

Where  the  supreme  coort  at  general  Uatwa  nake  a  faXl  and  final  decision  hi  a  eaoaei 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  circuit  judges  in  that  department,  to  follow  the  Veasoniqg 
«nd  conclusions  therein,  notwithstanding  that  the  courts  of  a  sister  state  may  de-^ 
dare  such  general  term  decision  erroneous  and  decide  adversely  to  it 

Meld,  that  the  defense  in  this  caee,  that  the  promissory  no^  upon  which  the  action 
was  bronght  was  procured  by  fraud,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  bontk/d» 
M4pr  for  value  withoat  notice,  cenld  net  be  jostained* 

Oneida  Circuit j  June^  1878. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  made  by  plaiatiff,  the  verdict  hav* 
ing  been  for  the  defendaot, 

S.  J.  BABttONS,  for  plaintiff. 

F.  F.  Wendell  and  i.  T.  Spriogs,  for  defendant. 

HABDiNy  J'.-'-^Thie  action  wag  brought  to  recover  upon  aa 
alleged  note  of  the  defendant,  which  the  plaintifi*  claimed  to 
hold  honafide^  and  was  heard  by  the  eourt  and  jury  and  ft 
verdict  rendered  for  the  defendant 

The  plaintiff  move?  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  and  suggests  several  grounds  upon  which  he  insists 
be  is  entitled  to  prevail. 

The  questions  of  fact  in  this  action  were  submitted  by  the 
court  fully,  and  no  complaint  is  made  in  respect  thereof. 
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The  court  approvingly  quoted  (Whitney'  ngt.  Snyder ^  3 
£aft^.,  477),  and  quite  elaborately  called  attention  to  thd 
<^nion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Talcott,  and  after  thus 
stating,  the  law  submitted  the  questions  of  fact  arising  in 
the  case  to  the  jury.  But  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  seeks 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  WJMney  agt.  Snyder^  but  in 
order  to  do  so,  certain  questions  which  vtrere  proper  for  the 
jury,  must  be  determined  against  the  vei'dict. 

There  vas  some  evidence  to  establish,  that  when  the  de- 
fendant signed  the  note  in  suit  he  was  not  able  to  read  very 
readily,  that  it  was  represented  to  him  and  that  he  believed 
that  it  was  a  certain  other  contract  of  on  entirely  different 
character. 

The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  the  dis- 
puted question  of  fact  was  fully  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
their  verdict  cannot  be  disturbed  upon  any  opinion  which 
may  be  entertained  by  the  court,  as  to  which  way  the  con- 
flict should  have  been  decided. 

But  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists  that  the 
defendant  by  his  answer  is  estopped  from  making  the  de^ 
fense  held  to  be  good  in  Whitney  agt.  Snyder* 

The  answer  may  be  conceded  to  be  somewhat  inconsistent 
with  some  of  the  evidence  of  the  defendant,  but  as  the  plain- 
tiff read  a  portion  of  the  answer  to  the  jury  as  evidence  to 
contradict  the  witnesses  of  defendant,  and  they,  notwith-* 
standing,  have  found  the  facts  in  accordance  with  the  defen- 
dant's evidence/  The  court  upon  the  questions  of  fact  can-* 
not  disturb  the  verdict  Besides  the  answer  at  folios  4-5 
distinctly  presents  the  defense  which  was  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished on  the  trial  by  the  evidence  of  the  defendant.  It  is 
there  alleged  ^^  that  at  the  time  of  the  signing  ot  said  paper 
by  the  defendant  and  before  the  same  had  been  signed,  the 
said  Peter  Keck,  through  bis  agent,  one  Hunt  (alias  Hink- 
ley),  represented  to  the  defendant  that  the  paper  here  set 
out  and  which  was  part  and  parcel  of  a  larger  piece  of  paper, 
was  an  agreement  or  contract  which  would  bind  the  delen- 
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dant  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  once  in  each  year,  to  said 
Peter  Keck  or  his  agent,  twenty  per  cent  of  the  net  profits 
arising  from  the  sale  of  a  certain  patent  called;  &c. ;''  and  it 
was  held  at  the  circuit  that  the  defense  mi^ht  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  allegations  so  found  in  the  answer.  It  is 
not  perceived  that  any  error  was  committed  in  that  respect. 

The  question  involved  in  Whitney  agt.  Smjdcrj  has  re- 
cently been  considered  by  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa,  in 
Douglas  ngt.  Mattiny  (29  /otra,  498,  and  reported  4  Ameri- 
can E.y  238),  and  the  opinion  of  Beck,  J*.,  would  be  ample 
authority  to  justify  a  new  trial  in  this  case,  were  there  no 
other  authority,  but  as  long  as  Whitney  agt.  Snyder  remains 
unversed,  it  is  the  duty  of  circuit  judges  in  the  same  depart- 
ment in  which  it  was  pronounced,  to  follow  the  reasoning 
and  conclusions  to  be  found  therein — as  was  done  at  the  cir- 
cuit in  this  case. 

In  Hamilton  agt.  Vaughty  the  supreme  court  of  New  Jer- 
sey discussed  the  suspicious  circumstances  and  carelessness 
of  the  plaintifi'  in  taking  a  note  fraudulent  in  its  inception 
and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  mere  carelessness  will  not 
of  itself  impair  the  title  of  a  bona  fide  holder  (4  Alb.  Law 
Jour.,  No.  22,  353). 

And  the  question  iii  respect  to  the  vigilance  of  a  party 
taking  commercial  paper  before  due,  was  considered  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  this  State  in  two  recent  cases  (34  N,  Y., 
247,  and  35  N.  Y.j  65),  and  it  is  now  settled  that  he  does  not 
owe  to  the  party  who  puts  such  paper  in #  circulation  the 
duty  of  active  inquiry  to  avert  the  imputation  of  bad  faith. 
The  chars^e  in  this  case  contains  no  principle  at  war  with  the 
doctrine  of  these  two  cases  in  our  court  of  appeals. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound 
to  exercise  extraordinary  diligence  when  he  took  the  note, 
and  at  the  same  time  it  was  intimated  that  the  case  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence  did  not  present  any  question  for  the 
jury  in  that  respect. 

The  plaintiff  also  insists  that  the  defendant  by  executing 
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contemporaneously  with  the  note,  the  certificate  put  in  evi- 
dence, deprived  himself  of  all  right  to  make  the  defense 
Bought  to  be  established,  and  that  he  was  estopped  from  say- 
ing that  he  was  executing  an  entirely  different  instrument 
from  the  one  produced. 

He  cites  numerous  cases  upon  the  general  doctrine  of 
estoppel,  but  does  not  point  out  any  evidence  showing  tho 
plaintiff  acted  upon  the  certificate,  or  that  he  knew  that  such 
an  one  existed  at  the  time  he  purchased  the  note  in  suit.  If 
there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  except  the  note  and  the 
certificate,  then  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff's  learned  coun* 
sel  would  be  received,  but  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
defendant  alleged  enough  to  establish  that  the  note  and  the 
certificate  were  obtained  by  fraud,  and  were  executed  in  the 
faith  that  the  obligation  was  of  an  entirely  different  charac- 
ter, and  the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  found  that 
the  certificate  *^  was  procured  by  fraud  then  the  certificate 
ceased  to  have  that  force  and  significance  that  upon  its  face 
standing  alone  as  a  written  instrument  it  would  be  entitled 
to:*^  that  if  the  certificate  was  delivered  without  fraud  or 
deception  then  it  was  to  have  the  effect  claimed  for  it  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel. 

Surely,  thi?  certificate  like  all  other  instruments  was  liable 
to  be  attacked  and  shaken  down  by  fraud,  in  the  absence  of 
any  proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  usury  upon  it. 

In  Lynch  agt.  Kennedy^  34  N.  T.,  162,  Porter,  J.  says, 
**  it  was  affirmatively  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  bona  fide 
holder,  and  that  he  purchased  it  on  the  faith  of  the  defen- 
dant's written  statement  that  it  was  business  paper  and  that 
it  would  be  paid  at  maturity ''  (3  KeyeSj  609  ;  see  also  3  HiUj 
216). 

The  case  has  been  considered  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  plaintiff  was  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value  without  any  no- 
tice of  any  defense  existing  prior  to  his  purchase  and  pay- 
ment for  the  note,  but  towards  the  close  of  the  testimony 
there  was  a  little  evidence  given  tending  to  show  that  the 
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plaintiff  received  a  letter  from  the  witnete  Snell,  before  be 
consummated  the  purchase  of  the  note  in  suit,  but  as  flo 
question  was  submitted  to  tlie  jury  in  redpect  to  the  bona 
fides  of  the  plaintiff's  ownership,  it  is  not  proper  that  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  defend  should  be  considered  other- 
wise than  upon  the  supposition  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  holder 
for  value  bona  fide  (43  N.  Z,  298). 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  denied  with  $1 0  costs. 
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Elizabeth  R.  Coffet,  respondent,  agt.  The  IIohe  Life 

Insurance  Company,  appellants. 


There  Is  no  pfef>ninption  of  law  that  a  person  who  commits  suidde  wu  vMaiUf  or 
that  the  fact  of  saicide  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  insanity  (Frbbdm  an,  J.  dmtnt' 
ing.    Set  his  opinion). 

Aside  ftrom  extrinsic  facts  and  cirenmstances,  the  law  presames  that  every  person 
who  destroys  his  own  life,  is  sane  up  to  the  yery  moment  when  he  does  the  act 
which  causes  his  death.  It  cannot  therefore  be  properly  said  that  the  commission 
of  that  act,  not  only  removes  the  presnmption  of  saniry,  bnt  establishes  a  legal 
presumption  that  he  was  then  insane  (Per  Babbour,  CA.  J). 


General  Term. 

Before  Barboub,  C.  J.y  Freedman  anc7  Sedgwick,  J  J. 

Decided  February  Ist^  1873. 

George  W.  Parsons,  for  appellant 
Wheeler  H.  Peckham,  for  respondent 

Barbour,  C.  J. — This  was  an  action  upon  a  life  insurance 
policy  which  contained  this  condition  :  "  In  case  he ''  (the 
person  whose  life  was  covered)  "shall  die  by  his  own  hand,. 
•  •  •  then  the  said  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  insured  or  any  part  thereof. '^  Upon  the 
trial,  evidence  was  given  tending  to  prove  the  following  . 

facts: 

Just  previous  to  the  taking  of  the  policy,  Coffey,  the  per- 
son whose  life  was  insured  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  the 
plaintiff  was  insolvent  and  out  of  business,  and  had  a  wife 
and  several  children  dependent  upon  them  for  their  support, 
Yoi..  XLIV.  31 
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While  thus  situated  he  procured  insuranqe  upon  his  life  to  the 
amount  of  some  $40,000,  mostly  in  favor  of  his  wife,  bor- 
rowing the  money  from  his  friends  to  pay  the  premiums 
thereon  upon  the  false  statement  that  he  wanted  the  same  for 
his  expenses  in  carrying  into  effect  some  pretended  land 
sales.  A  short  time  after  he  effected  these  insurances  Coffey 
took  his  passage  on  a  steamboat  from  Louisville  to  Cincin- 
nati, where  during  the  trip  he  went  into  his  stateroom,  and 
although  the  weather  was  quite  warm,  locked  and  fastened 
the  door  and  windows.  After  the  arrival  of  the  boat  at 
Cincinnati,  the  next  morning,  the  door  of  the  stateroom  was 
broken  open,  when  he  was  found  in  a  comatose  state,  and 
the  next  night  he  died  from  the  eflects,  as  then  appeared  on 
examination,  of  an  overdose  of  morphine.  Other  evidence 
was  also  given  of  circumstances  which  tended  to  prove  that 
his  death  was  caused  by\his  own  voluntary  act  in  a  sane 
state  of  mind,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  preconceived  plan. 

The  judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  charged  the 
jury  enter  alia  thus :  "  When  a  man  takes  the  life  of  another 
•  and  alleges  insanity  as  an  excuse  and  defense,  he  is  met  by 
the  presumption  of  law,  that  he  was  sane,  and  he  must  re- 
move or  rebut  such  presumption  by  showing  affirmatively 
and  by  competent  and  sufficient  proof  that  he  was  insane 
when  he  committed  the  deed.  But  when  a  man  takes  his 
own  life,  the  presumption  of  law  is  otherwise.  The  law 
^oes  not  and  cannot  presume  that  a  man  in  the  full  posses- 
sion of  his  mental  faculties,  in  that  normal  condition  of  mind 
which  we  call  sanity,  will  deliberately  take  his  own  life,  and 
therefore,  so  far  as  there  is  any  presumption,  it  favors  in- 
-eanity  at  the  time  of  committing  an  act  of  self-destruction. 
I  therefore  charge  you  as  matter  of  law,  that  as  affecting  this 
case  you  must  presume,  that  the  deceased,  when  he  took  his 
life,  was  not  in  a  sound  state  of  mind,  it  is,  however,  but  a 
mere  presumption,  and  may  be  removed  by  evidence.  But 
.as  I  have  said  before,  the  burden  of  removing  it  lies  upon 
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the  defendants,  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether  they  have 
done  so.'' 

The  question  raised  by  the  exceptions  to  this  portion  of 
the  charge  of  the  learned  judge,  is  somewhat  novel  and  im- 
portant. It  has  long  been  a  well  settled  rule  in  the  law  of 
evidence,  that  where  the  deed  or  act  of  a  party  is  sought  to 
be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  his  insanity,  he  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  of  sound  mind  until  the  contrary  shall  appear, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  burden  of  proving  such  party  to  have 
been  insane  rests  upon  him  who  alleges  it.  Indeed  the  rule 
that  sanity  is  to  be  presumed  until  the  contrary  be  proven, 
is  a  general  one,  applicable  to  all  cases,  and  its  reason  is  ob- 
vious. 

It  is  founded  upon  the  fact  that  general  sanity  is  the  na- 
tural and  ordinary  condition  of  the  human  mind,  and  that 
mankind,  considered  as  a  class  or  whole,  are  sane,  (the  ex- 
ceptions being  comparatively  few  and  rare,)  followed  by  the 
natural  conclusion  that  each  individual  may  well  be  assumed 
to  be  like  the  great  mass  of  his  fellow  men  in  that  regard, 
unless  proved  to  be  otherwise  (1  Greenl.  Ev.^  §  42  ;  2  t6.,  ^<^ 
689,  873 ;  3  i6.,  %^]  2  KenVs  Com.y  §451 ;  Bliss  on  lA/e 
Ins.y  §378;  McNoghtMs  Case,  10  Clark  d;  Fin.y  210; 
Gardner  agt.  Gardner j  23  Wend.,  520). 

Aside  from  extrinsic  facts  and  circumstances,  therefore,  the 
law  presumes  that  every  person  who  destroys  his  own  life, 
is  sane  up  to  the  very  moment  when  he  does  the  act  which 
causes  his  death.  Can  it  properly  be  said,  then,  that  the 
commission  of  that  act  not  only  removes  the  presumption  of 
sanity,  but  establishes  a  legal  presumption  that  he  was  then 
insane  f 

No  presumption  that  insanity  exists  in  the  case  supposed, 
can  be  deduced  from  the  mere  fact  that  the  death  of  the 
person  was  caused  by  his  own  physical  act ;  for  every  legal 
presumption  of  a  fact  of  that  character  must  be  founded  and 
derived  from  some  other  fact  or  facts,  with  which  it  is  usually 
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or  always  formed^  as  the  result  of  general  experience  and 
knowledge^  to  be  connected  in  a  certain  relation  (1  Greenl. 
Ev.y  %  38). 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  however,  thAt  if  courts  were  at 
liberty  to  assume  as  a  fact  established  by  experience,  that 
all  persons  who  intentionally  deprive  themselves  of  life  are 
insane  or  diseased  in  mind,  or  even  such  a  majority  of  them 
.that  it  might  properly  be  said  that  persons  who  thus  destroy 
their  lives  are,  as  a  general  rule,  insane,  and  that  sanity  is  a 
mere  exception,  the  legal  conclusion  that  insanity  or  derange- 
ment of  mind  must  be  presumed  in  evfry  case  in  which  it 
appeared  that  the  man  intentionally  caused  his  own  death, 
would  necessarily  follow.  But  that  fact  is  not  so  established. 
Not  only  is  the  history  of  the  world  in  former  times  filled 
with  instances  in  which  great  and  sound  minded  men,  such 
as  Cato  and  Hannibal,  have  committed  suicide,  and  where 
others  have  for  the  purpose  of  saving  their  estates  from  for- 
feiture submitted  themselves  to  peine  forte  et  dure,  but  the 
most  learned  men  of  the  present  day  in  this  branch  of  men- 
tal science,  not  mere  lawyers,  are  still  groping  for  the  truth 
in  the  twilight  of  doubt  and  peradventure.  Indeed  it  is  by 
no  means  settled,  either  among  educated  men  or  in  the  Qpm- 
mon  mind,  that  even  a  majority  of  those  who  deprive  them- 
selves of  life  by  their  own  physical  act  to  do  so  because  of 
insanity.  The  fact  cannot  be  legally  presumed,  therefore, 
that  a  person  who  has  killed  himself  was  not  sane  at  the 
time,  and  consiequently  the  charge  in  question  was  erroneous. 

The  most  that  can  be  said  is  that,  inasmuch  as  many,  and 
perhaps,  most  persons  who  destroy  their  own  lives  are  in- 
sane at  the  time,  the  fact  of  such  self-destruction,  of  itself, 
wholly  removes  the  presumption  of  sanity  {See  Cooper  agt. 
Mass.,  d&c,  Ins.  Company,  102  Mass.,  227  j  Terry  agt. 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Company,  1  Dillon,  403). 

Judgment  reversed  with  costs  and  new  trial  directed* 


NEW  YORK  PEACTICE  REPORTS  485 

Coffey  agt  The  Hoaae  Life  Ins.  Co. 

Sebowick,  J,^  (concurring).  I  am  obliged  reluctantly  to 
differ  with  the  learned  judge'  in  charging  the  jury^  that  the 
law  presumed  that  a  man  was  insane  who  killed  himself. 

First — ^I  do  not  think  the  law  has  made  any  presumption 
on  that  specific  subject  The  only  presumption  it  has  made^ 
on  the  general  subject,  is  that  every  man  is  sane^  until  the 
contrary  is  shown. 

Second, — A  judge,  as  such,  cannot  determine,  nor  has  he^ 
the  means  to  determine,  whether  an  individual  case  of  sui- 
cide is  the  result  of  insanity,  especially  when  the  cause  of 
the  insanity  is  to  be  confined  to  suicide.  Therefore  he  can- 
not make  a  presumption  on  the  subject,  which  is  a  general- 
ization more  or  less  perfect  from  individual  cases. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Freedman,  J.f  (dissenting).  This  is  an  action  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance  for  five  thousand  dollai's  made  by  the  de- 
fendant upon  the  life  of  Benjamin  S.  Coffee  in  favor  of  the 
tatter's  wife,  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  The  policy,  among 
other  provisions  to  avoid  it,  contained  a  clause  that,  in  case  the 
assured  should  die  by  his  own  hand,  the  company  should  not  be 
liable  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  insured  or  any  part  thereof. 
In  Breasted  agt.  The  Farmer^ s  Loan  and  Trust  Co.<,  (4  8eld.y 
299),  the  policy  contained  precisely  the  same  clause,  and  the 
court  of  appeals,  in  sustaining  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  in  the  same  case  (4  Uillj  73),  and  disapproving  the 
English  doctrine  of  Borrodale  agt.  Hunter  (5  Man.  d?  Gr.^ 
648),  and  Cti/t  agt  Schwdbe  (3  Man.  <k  Qr.y  437),  settled 
the  law  of  this  state  to  be,  that  the  phrases  '^  death  hy  his 
own  hand ''  and  '^  death  by  suicide ''  mean  the  same  thing, 
and  that  both,  unless  qualified  by  some  other  expressions, 
import  a  criminal  act  of  self-destruction,  which  can  be  com- 
mitted only  by  the  free  will  of  a  sane  man. 

The  learned  judge,  who  presided  at  the  trial,  was  correcty 
therefore,  in  charging  that,  if  Coffee,  at  the  time  he  took  the 
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poison,  was  insane;  if  he  was  then  laboring  under  either 
permanent  or  temporary  insanity,  he  did  not  die  by  his  own 
band  within  the  true  meaning  of  that  phrase,  and  that  con- 
sequently there  was  no  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  policy 
in  that  respect.  Indeed  no  error  whatever  seems  to  have 
been  committed  in  giving  and  refusing  instructions  to  the 
jury,  provided  the  learned  judge  was  justified  in  refusing  to 
.  charge,  that  the  presumption  of  sanity  attaches  to  the  com- 
mission of  suicide,  and  in  charging,  in  place  thereof,  as  fol- 
lows: 

^^  The  law  does  not  and  cannot  presume  that  a  man  in  the 
full  possession  of  his  mental  faculties,  in  that  normal  con- 
dition of  mind  which  we  call  sanity,  will  deliberately  take 
his  own  life,  and  therefore,  so  far  as  there  is  any  presump- 
tion, it  favors  insanity  at  the  time  of  committing  an  act  of 
self-destruction. 

"  I  therefore  charge  you  as  matter  of  law  that  there  is  no 
such  presumption,  and  that  as  affecting  this  case  you  must 
presume  that  the  deceased  when  he  took  his  life  was  not  in 
a  sound  state  of  mind. 

**  It  is,  however,  but  a  mere  presumption,  and  may  be  re- 
moved by  evidence.  But  as  I  have  said  before,  the  burthen 
of  removing  it  lies  upon  the  defendants,  and  it  is  for  you  to 
say  whether  they  have  done  so. 

*^  The  defendants  to  strengthen  their  position  that  the  as- 
sured died  by  his  own  deliberate  and  criminal  act,  have  given 
some  evidence  which  they  claim  shows  a  motive,  and,  as  they 
say,  a  sufficient  motive  for  the  criminal  act.  They  have 
shown  that  the  assured  was  in  a  pecuniarily  embarrased  con- 
dition ;  was  in  debt,  and  prosecuted  and  harassed  by  hi» 
creditors.  They  have  also  shown  that  at  or  about  the  time 
he  efiected  the  insurance  in  this  case  he  procured  other  poli- 
cies upon  his  life  in  other  companies,  all  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife,  and  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  forty  thousand 
dollars,  and  they  have  further  proved  the  substance  of  a  con- 
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versation  betweeo  the  deceased  and  a  lawyer  of  Cincianati, 
in  which  he  sought  information  and  advice  respecting  the 
legal  effect  of  the  condition  against  self-destruction  in  the 
policy.  ♦ 

^^  These  facts  and  circumstances  are  submitted  to  you  as 
tending  to  show^  as  is  claimed;  a  motive^  and  thereby  to  repel 
the  presumption  of  insanity^  and  it  is  for  you  to  say  whether 
you  believe  they  are  sufficient.'' 

The  question  thus  presented  is  an  important^  novel  and 
difficult  one.  It  is  an  open  one  in  this  state,  and  as  the  few 
adjudications  made  elsewhere  upon  it  {Nimick  agt.  The  Mu* 
ttuil  Life  Ins.  Co.,  10  Am.  Law  JR^g.y  N.  S.y  101 ;  Terry 
agt.  The  Mutual  Life  Im.  Co.,  1  Billon,  403 ;  St.  f/mis 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  GraveSj  reported  in  6  W.  P.  D. 
Bushy  268 ;  and  also  in  N.  Y.  Daily  Transcript  of  March 
lihy  1S71;  in  which  last  named  case  the  Kentucky  court  of 
appeals  stood  equally  divided)  are  conflicting,  it  must  be  de- 
cided on  principle.  Fortunately  in  this  case,  its  considera- 
tion is  not  embarrased  by  other  questions,  which  are  usually 
connected  with  it  and  which  relate  to  the  different  forms  or 
species  of  insanity  known  to  the  law.  For  the  charge  has 
not  been  excepted  to  in  that  respect,  nor  has  the  definition 
of  insanity,  which  was  laid  down  for  the  guidance  of  the 
jury,  been  complained  of  in  any  manner.  So,  by  omitting 
to  move  for*  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  the  defendant  has 
conceded  the  sufficiency  of  plaintiff's  evidence  to  carry  the 
case  at  least  to  the  jury. 

Freed,  therefore,  from  all  embarrassments  which  the  in- 
tervention of  other  questions  might  occasion,  I  think  the  ex- 
amination of  the  point  at  issue  may  be  commenced  in  the 
most  fitting  manner  by  considering  for  a  moment  what  life 
is.  The  definitions  of  it  given  by  philosophers  and  biologists 
are  almost  innumerable.  But  none  of  them  commends  it- 
self so  much  to  my  mind  as  that  given  by  Professor  Herbert 
Spencer,  who  deservedly  ranks- in  scientific  circles  as  one  of 
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the  greatest  of  moderQ  thinkers.  It  is,  that  life  consists  ia 
the  definite  combination  of  heterogeneous  changes,  both 
simultaneous  and  successive,  in  correspondence  with  exter- 
nal co-existences  and  sequences,  or,  in  other  words,  in  the 
continuous  adjustment  of  internal  relations  to  external  rela- 
tions. Consequently  life  is  a  continuous  struggle.  All  vital 
actions,  considered  not  separately,  but  in  their  ensemble, 
have  for  their  final  purpose  the  balancing  of  certain  outer 
processes  by  certain  inner  processes.  There  are  unceasing  ex- 
ternal forces  tending  to  bring  the  matter  of  which  organic 
bodies  consist,  into  that  state  of  stable  equilibrium  displayed 
by  inorganic- bodies ;  there  are  internal  forces  by  which  this 
tendency  is  constantly  antagonized ;  and  the  perpetual 
changes  which  constitute  life,  may  be  regarded  as  incidental 
to  the  maintenance  of  the  antagonism.  So  strong  is  this 
antagonism  in  the  human  organism  that,  while  there  is  life, 
there  is  hope.  The  strength,  in  the  natural  sane  man,  of 
the  love  of  life  is  indeed  proverbial.  Drowning  men  will 
catch  ^t  straws.  All  that  a  man  has,  will  be  given  in  ex- 
change for  his  life. 

From  individual  organisms  thus  struggling  for  life  small 
aggregations  were  found,  which  soon  felt  the  want  of  alli- 
ance and  union  with  each  other.  This  led  to  the  formation 
of  civil  society,  and  the  formation  of  that  necessarily  led  to 
the  establishment  of  government  for  the  express  purpose  of 
preserving  and  keeping  that  society  in  order.  Thus  it  came 
that  every  member  of  the  society  bad  to  submit  to  a  re- 
straint by  human  laws  of  his  natural  liberty,  to  do  as  he 
pleased  in  his  struggle  for  life  and  existence,  and  that  judges^ 
juries  and  all  the  instruments  of  the  law  came  into  beiqg. 
Whenever  it  was  found  necessary  or  expedient,  on  account 
of  new  manifestations  of  the  tendency  on  the  part  of  the 
strong  to  subjugate  the  weak,  in  spite  of  existing  law,  to 
extend  and  perfect  the  prevailing  system  of  law,  it  was  done. 
In  the  coufse  of  the  general  improvement,  which  our  sys- 
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tern  has  thus  uadergone^  the  doctrine  of  presumptive  evi; 
dence  became  engrafted  upon  it  The  presumptions  recog- 
nized by  the  law  were  founded,  either  upon  the  first  princi- 
ple of  justice,  or  the  laws  of  nature,  or  the  experienced 
course  of  human  conduct  and  affairs,  and  the  connection 
usually  found  to  exist  between  certain  things.  Under  these 
circumstances  it  was  found  indispensably  necessary  for  the 
proper  enforcement  of  the  whole  body  of  the  law,  and  es- 
sential to  the  safety  of  society,  to  establish  the  rule  that,  be- 
cause sanity  is  the  normal  condition  of  the  intellect,  every 
man  should  be  presumed  td  be  sane,  and  that  under  the  ef- 
fect ot  such  presumption,  he,  who  seeks  to  avoid  responsi- 
bility for  an  act  on  the  plea  that  he  was  insane,  and  hence 
not  responsible,  should  take  upon  himself  the  burden  of 
proving  that  condition  of  his  mind.  The  rule  wad  accord- 
ingly established,  and  upon  it  has  since  been  built  the  further 
one,  that  every  sane  person  must  be  presumed  to  intend 
that,  which  is  the  ordinary  and  natural  consequen'ce  of  his 
own  purposed  act*  Both  these  presumptions  have  ever  since 
been  firmly  maintained  and  rigidly  enforced.  They  are  ap- 
plied, and  justly  so,  to  the  murderer,  the  homicide,  the  par- 
ricide, and  the  living  criminal  of  every  grade  ;  for  the  expe- 
rience of  mankind  has  demonstrated  that  even  the  most  at- 
rocious crime  is  generally  perpetrated  in  the  course  of  the 
struggle  for  life  and  existence  with  the  deliberate  purpose  of 
effecting  by  its  commission  an  adjustment  of  internal  rela- 
tions to  external  relations.  The  presumption  of  sanity  at- 
taches, therefore,  to  a  man  in  all  his  dealings  with  his  fel- 
low-men. 

But  in  case  of  suicide  the  reason  for  the  rule  fails,  and  the 
necessity  for  its  application  disappears.  Suicide  is  self-de- 
struction. It  is  a  self-inflicted  violent  and  summary  sever- 
ance of  relations,  contrary  to  the  ordinary  laws  of  nature.  It 
is  a  refusal  to  obey  nature's  law,  and  therefore,  in  the  light 
of  the  Dresent  state  of  science,  such  an  unnatural  proceed* 


490     NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Coftej  agt  The  Home  Life  I  us.  Co. 

T --  -  — -     ■  *  .  , 

ing,  that  eminent  men  of  great  learning  and  research  insist^ 
that  suicide  is  necessarily  an  insane  act;  while  others  con- 
tend that  it  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  insanity.  The 
first  proposition  has  nerer  been  accepted  to  any  great  ex- 
tent ;  but  the  second  is  quite  prevalent  among  scientific  men 
and  is  daily  gaining  ground  {Winslow^s  Anatomy  of  Suicide^ 
ch.  11,  237;  1  EsquiroVs  Maladies  MentaleSy  669,  660;  EUis 
on  Insanittfy  Lond.  Ed.^  1838,  114,  116;  Prichardy  Land. 
Ed. J  1842,  134,  141  ;  Bernard  &  Tuke  on  Insanity^  Phiia. 
Ed.y  1868  ;  88, 163,  202,  204,  331 ;  Dean^s  MedicalJurispr.j 
608,  609). 

As  the  law  should  always  keep  step  with  the  great 
truths,  that  are  unearthed  from  time  to  time  by  science, 
the  courts,  upon  these  authorities,  might  well  hold,  and 
in  my  judgment  should  hold,  in  a  case  like  the  present 
that,  while  upon  the  whole  case  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  a  loss  has  oc- 
curred under  the  policy,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  person,  whose 
life  is  covered  by  the  policy,  was  insane  at  the  time  of  the 
perpetration  of  the  deed  within  the  true  definition  of  that 
term  in  the  law,  the  presumption  to  be  drawn  from  the 
naked  and  unexplained  fact  of  suicide  is,  that  the  perpetra- 
tor at  the  time  of  the  fatal  act,  was  not  in  the  possession  of 
a  sane  and  well-poised  mind.  Such  presumption,  like  other 
presumptions  of  a  similar  character,  is  by  no  means  conclu- 
sive, but  may  be  removed  by  evidence. 

It  becomes  neutralized  and  inoperative  as  soon  as  a  motive 
for  the  commission  of  the  act  is  «hown  by  evidence.  Upon 
this  latter  point  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  below  is 
wholly  unexceptionable. 

As  long  as  the  presumption  of  insanity  is  thus  applied  and 
enforced,  harmony  will  prevail  between  science  and  law,  and 
no  evil  results  can  accrue  to  society.  For  the  danger  to  be 
dreaded  does  not  lie  in  the  presumption,  which,  as  such,  may 
be  rebutted  and  overcome  by  proof  in  each  cose,  but  in  the 
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doctrine  ot  moral  and  emotional  insanity  and  of  temporary 
insane  impulses^  or,  to  be  still  more  specific,  in  the  vague  and 
unsatisfactory  definition  sometimes  laid  down  by  the  courts 
for  these  species  of  insanity  and  that  class  of  impulses. 

The  fact  which  is  generally  alluded  to,  to  sustain  the  op- 
posite doctrine,  that  men  of  historic  fame,  such  as  Themis- 
tocles,  Demosthenes,  Hannibal  and  Cato  committed  suicide, 
without  the  imputation  or  suspicion  of  impelling  insanity, 
cannot  have  much  weight  at  this  late  day.  Insanity,  as  now 
understood,  was  not  known  then,  nor  were  the  unerring  and 
immutable  laws  of  nature  then  known  and  understood  to 
the  same  perfection  as  they  are  now.  So  it  may  also  be 
safely  assumed  that  each  of  these  men  shared  the  mytholog- 
ical notions  of  his  age.  The  ancients  seem  very  generaUy 
to  have  arrogated  to  themselves  the  right  to  destroy  their 
own  lives,  whenever,  in  iheir  judgment,  it  should  be  proper. 
Pliny  was  accustomed  to  term  it  the  greatest  privilege  the 
gods  had  left  in  the  power  of  men  amid  the  calamities  of 
human  life.  Justice  Robertson,  of  the  Kentucky  court  of 
appeals  very  properly  remarked  of  the  historic  men  above 
referred  to.  "  Without  faith  in  a  future  state  of  retribution, 
they  seemed,  each  and  all,  to  prefer,  on  rational  calculation, 
annihilation  to  hopeless  torture  or  degradation.^  With  the 
Christian  era,  however,  came  s^  change  of  views  and  of  feel- 
ing in  that  respect,  and  Christian  rulers  set  to  work  to  sup- 
press the  barbarous  practice.  Thus  it  came  that  under  the 
common  law,  l9uicide  was  declared  to  be  a  crime,  and  visited 
with  punishment  as  such.  As  the  criminal  could  not  be 
reached  himself,  for  the  reason  that,  by  the  very  act  of  sui- 
cide, he  had  placed  himself  beyond  the  reach  of  human  pun- 
ishment, the  penalty  consisted  in  denying  the  body  of  the^ 
criminal  Christian  burial  and  in  the  forfeiture  of  his  goods  to 
the  king. 

Nor  can  I  appreciate  the  force  of  the  reasoning  of  the  * 
learned  chief  justice  in  this  case,  in  first  denying  that  in- 


493  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

.  Coffej  agt  The  Home  Life  Ids.  Co. 

sanity  can  be  presumed,  and  then  holding  that  the  most  that 
can  be  said,  is,  that,  inasmuch  as  many,  and  perhaps  most,  per- 
sons who  destroy  their  own  lives  are  insane  at  the  time,  the 
fact  of  such  self-destruction,  of  itself,  wholly  removes  the 
presumption  of  sanity.  If  suicide  is  the  unnatural  proceed- 
ing I  have  shown  it  to  be,  and  the  fact  of  sell-destruction 
wholly  removes  the  presumption  of  sanity,  because  many, 
and  perhaps  most,  persons  who  destroy  their  lives  are  in- 
sane at  the  time,  I  can  see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  the  naked  and  unexplained  fact  of  suicide  must  be  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  existence  of  insanity  at  the  time  of  the 
perpetration  of  the  act. 

I  have  also  carefully  examined  the  recent  case  of  Fowler 
agt.  The  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  (4  Lans.,  202),  but  do  not 
consider  it  in  point  here.  It  seems  to  have  been  determined 
oo  the  strength  of  the  declarations  made  by  the  assured 
shortly  before  his  death  and  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  conclusively  established  the  fact,  that  his  subsequent 
suicide  was  entirely  voluntary,  deliberate,  willful  and  with 
knowledge  of  its  nature,  character  and  consequences. 

Being  unable  to  discover  any  error  in  the  instructions 
given  and  refused  on  the  trial,  and  defendant's  exceptions  to 
the  admission  and  exclusion  of  testimony  by  the  court  hav- 
ing been  found,  on  examination,  to  be  untenable,  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed  with  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Frederick  W.  Dietz,  agt.  Archibald  McCalluM;  et  al 

Where  th^  defendants  in  this  case  procnred  a  teUltmeiii^  with  the  design  to  deprive 
the  plaiiitiff*8  attorney  of  his  costs,  liddy  that  they  coald  not  be  permitted  to  have 
the  benefit  of  a  discoutinaanoe  or  of  a  sapplemental  answer  showing  settlement 
without  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  action  op  to  the  present  time. 

At  Special  Term^  February,  1873. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  discontinuance  of  action^  or  for 
leave  to  serve  a  supplemental  answer  showing  settlement. 

Mr.  LauterbacH;  for  the  motion. 
G.  Storms  Carpenter,  opposed. 

Freedman,  J. — Although,  as  a  general  rule,  an  attorney 
has  no  lien  fur  costs  as  against  the  adverse  party  until  a  judg- 
ment is  entered,  or  at  least  a  verdict  obtained,  and  for  that 
reason  the  parties  are  at  liberty  to  settle  the  suit  between 
themselves  before  verdict  or  judgment,  yet  where  such  settle- 
ment is  privately  effected  with  the  design  of  preventing  an 
attorney  from  obtaining  his  costs,  the  court  will,  notwith- 
standing the  settlement,  allow  the  attorney  to  go  •n  and  col- 
lect the  costs  in  the  action,  that  he  may  thereby  secure  him- 
self. Where  there  is  collusion,  it  can  make  no  difference 
whether  the  damages  are  liquidated  or  not.  The  power  of 
the  court  is  not  limited  to  cases  where  the  action  is  brought 
for  a  liquidated  sum,  but  it  interposes  upon  the  general  prin- 
ciple that  it  is  equitable  and  right  to  protect  the  attorney 
against  a  dishonest  combination  between  the  parties  to  de- 
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prive  him  of  the  fruits  of  his  labor  and  services  {Rasquin  agt. 
The  KnickerbocJcer  Stage  Co.,  12  Abb.,  329 ;  Keenan  agt. 
Durfinger,  19  How.,  163,  12  Abb.,  327,  note ;  McDowell  agt. 
The  Second  Av.  R.R.  Co.,  4  Bosw.j  670  ;  Owen  agt.  Mason, 
18  ^om;.,  156 ;  Wood  agt.  TAe  Trustees  of  the  Northwest 
Presbyterian  Church,  1  Abb.,  210,  note). 

In  the  two  last  named  cases  it  was  further  said  that  a 
judgment  procured  by  the  attorney,  subsequent  to  the  settle- 
ment between  the  parties,  for  his  taxable  costs  was  regular, 
but  that  the  judgment  might  be  opened  as  matter  of  favor, 
to  allow  the  defendant  to  try  the  case  if  he  desired.  That 
on  such  trial  the  defendant  could  not  prove  a  settlement 
without  having  61ed  a  supplemental  answer  setting  it  up,  and 
that  the  court  would  allow  such  an  answer,  for  such  a  pur- 
pose, to  be  filed  only  on  payment  of  all  the  costs  of  the  actioa 
up  to  that  time. 

As  I  am  satisfied  that  the  defendants  in  this  case  procured 
the  settlement  with  the  design  to  deprive  plaintiff  ^s  attorney 
of  his'costs,  I  cannot  permit  them  to  have  the  benefit  of  a 
discontinuance  or  of  a  supplemental  answer  without  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  action  up  to  the  present  time.  The  mo- 
tion is  therefore  granted,  but  upon  the  condition  referred  to,, 
and  unless  such  condition  be  complied  with  within  twenty 
days,  the  motion  is  denied  with  $10  costs. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
A.  HocHSTETTEBy  plaintiflT,  agt.  Solomon  Isaacs,  defendant. 

Where  the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  ft  proposed  amendmient  to  a  pleading,  is  in 
the  discretion  of  the  referee,  the  exercise  of  that  disoretiont  even  if  reviewable  on 
appeal,  will  not  be  interfered  with  bj  the  conrt  on  motion.  Bnt  where  the  ref- 
eree either  has  no  power,  or  refoses  to  interfere  becaose  of  a  supposed  want  of 
power,  the  trial  may  be  suspended  and  a  motion  made  to  the  court  at  special  term 
for  such  purpose. 

■ 

Special  Term^  February ^  1873. 

Motion  for  leave  to  amend  answer  during  the  pendency 
of  a  reference  to  determine  the  issues. 

Freedman,  J. — ^fteferees  now  have  the  same  power  to 
grant  adjournments  and  to  allow  amendments  to  any  plead- 
ingSy  and  to  the  summons,  as  the  court  upon  the  trial,  upon 
the  same  terms  and  with  the  like  eflTect  (Code,  •^272).  As 
the  subject  of  payments  has  been  introduced  into  this  case 
by  the  complaint  and  put  in  issue  by  the  answer,  the  pro- 
posed amendment  of  the  answer,  by  which  it  was  sought  to 
set  up  the  precise  amount  paid,  being  material  to'the  case^ 
should  have  been  allowed  by  the  referee  upon  terms. 

As  the  plaintiff  insisted,  however,  that  the  referee  has  al- 
ready passed  upon  this  question,  and  that  bis  disaUowance 
of  the  amendment,  if  reviewable  at  all,  can  only  be  reviewed 
on  appeal  from  the  judgment,  it  becomes  necessary  to  in- 
quire into  the  power  of  the  court  to  interfere  on  motion  at 
this  stage  o^  the  proceedings. 

In  Woodruff  agt.  Dickie  (5  Bob.^  619)?  the  majority  of  the 
general  term  of  this  court  were  of  the  opinion,  that  "  ref- 
erees are  no  longer  officers  of,  or  under  the  control  of  the 
court.  They  become  by  appointment  an  independent  trib- 
unal, having  such  powers  as  are  given  by  statute,  and  their 
decisioni  are  reviewable  only  on  appeal  from  their  judgments. 
•      •      •      •    Thdt  as  regards  the  allowance  of  amend- 
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ments  of  pleadings,  a  judge,  presiding  at  the  trial  of  a  cause 
with  a  jury,  possesses  all  the  powers  of  the  court,  and  can 
allow  them  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  efl^t  as 
the  court  sitting  in  any  other  organized  form.  That  the 
words  used  in  the  272d  section,  giving  to  the  referees  the 
same  power,  ^  as  the  court  upon  such  trialj^  seem  unnecessary^ 
inasmuch  as  the  court  has  no  other,  greater  or  less  power 
^upon  the  triaV  in  respect  to  amendments,  than  at  special 
term,  or  in  bank,  or  otherwise." 

These  doctrines,  which,  however,  were  not  necessary  to 
the  decision  of  thait  case,  the  supreme  court  used  to  follow. 
In  Union  National  Bank  of  Troy  agt.  Basseit  (3  Ahb.y  N*  S.y. 
359),  the  general  term  of  the  third  district  held  that  the  court 
at  special  term,  during  the  pendency  of  a  reference,  has 
power  to  permit  a  defendant  to  amend  bis  answer  by  setting: 
up  the  defense  of  usury,  although  the  original  answer  did 
not  allege  it  And  in  Ford  agt.  Ford  (35  Hbw.y  322  ;  S,  C.y 
63  Barh.y  b2S)y  the  special  term  set  aside  an  amendment  al- 
lowed by  the  referee,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  the 
power  to  grant  it  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  motion  should 
have  been  made  to  the  court  at  special  term. 

In  Bennett  agt.  LaTce  (47  N.  Y.,  93),  the  court  of  appeals^ 
instead  of  entertaining  the  appeal  and  reversing  so  much  of 
the  order  appealed  from  as  granted  relief  in  addition  to  that 
given  by  the  referee,  dismissed  the  appeal,  upheld  the  power 
of  the  court  as  well  as  that  of  the  referee,  and  decided  that 
the  allowance  of  the  amendment  by  the  referee  and  the 
granting  of  additional  relief  to  the  same  party  by  the  court 
upon  a  review,  on  motion  of  the  other  party,  of  the  action 
of  the  referee,  were  both  discretionary. 

This  last  decision  must  be  deemed  to  overrule  in  effect 
the  doctrines  advanced  in  Woodruff  agt.  Dickie}  and  aR  I 
am  therefore  at  liberty  to  disregard  them,  I  have  after  a  care* 
ful  examination  of  all  the  authorities  arrived  at  the  conclu- 
sion, that  the  rule  has  been  correctly  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
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James  \n  Ford  agt.  Ford  {supra)^  namely,  that  although  od 
the  trial  neither  a  referee  nor  the  court  has  power  to  allow 
the  amendment  of  a  pleading  by  inserting  a  new  cause  of 
action  or  a  new  defense,  such  amendment  may  be  obtained 
by  suspending  the  trial  and  applying  on  notice  to  the  special 
term.  The  application  should  be  made  at  special  term,  be- 
cause the  adverse  party  has  not  only  a  right  to  answer  or 
reply  to  such  amended  pleading,  but  should  also  have  a 
reasonable  time  within  which  to  prepare  for  opposing  the 
motion. 

From  all  this  it  follows  that  where  the  allowance  or  disal- 
lowance of  a  proposed  amendment  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
referee,  the  exercise  of  that  discretion,  even  if  reviewable  on 
appeal,  will  not  be  interfered  with  by  the  court  on  motion. 
And  this  is  the  precise  question  determined  in  Woodruff  agt. 
Dickie  {supra).  But  where  the  referee  either  has  no  power, 
or  refuses  to  interfere  because  of  a  supposed  want  of  power, 
the  trial  may  be  suspended  and  a  motion  made  to  the  court 
at  special  term. 

As  in  this  case  plaintiff's  counsel  has  stated  upon  the  argu- 
ment that  the  referee  had  based  bis  decision  upon  his  sup- 
posed lack  of  power,  the  motion  is  granted  upon  payment 
of  ten  dollars  costs  and  without  prejudice  to  the  proceedings 
already  had  and  with  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  his  com- 
plaint, if  he  should  be  so  advised. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 


Frederick  S.  Winston,  agt.  Stephen  Englxsh. 


The  examination  of  a  partj,  provided  for  in  section  391  of  the  Code,  is  now  regn* 
lated  by  Rale  21,  and  can  only  be  had,  before  issue  joined,  either  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  frame  his  complaiut,  or  the  defendant  to  frame  his  answer. 

The  affidavit  npon  which  the  application  for  an  order  ot  examination  is  based, 
mnst  show  the  materiality  of  the  discovery  sought,  for  the  purpose  of  framing 
the  pleading ;  and  if  the  materiality  does  not  appear,  the  application  should  be 
denied. 

The  defendant  who  applies  for  such  an  examination,  in  order  to  frame  bis  answer 
to  a  complaint  which  has  not  yet  been  served,  cannot  show  the  materiality  of  the 
discovery,  because  he  does  not  know  what  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are 
V 


General  Terniy  March^  IS 73. 

Before  Monell,  Freedman  and  Curtis,  JJ. 

This  is  an  actioa  for  damages  for  the  publication  of  sev- 
eral  alleged  libels.  An  order  of  arrest  was  granted  upon  an 
affidavit,  and  the  defendant  was  arrested.  The  summons 
was  served  at  the  same  time.  Immediately  the  defendant 
applied  for,  and  obtained  an  order  for  the  examination  of  the 
plaintiiT,  with  a  view  to  ascertaining  information  respecting 
the  alleged  libels  upon  whicli  to  frame  his  answer.  The 
plaintiff  moved  to  vacate  this  order,  as  having  been  impro* 
vidently  granted,  upon  the  ground  that  the  examination  was 
not  wanted  for  any  legitimate  purpose,  and  tliat  it  could  not 
be  had  until  the  complaint  had  been  served,  as  it  could  not 
till  then  appear  in  what  respects  the  discovery  could  be  ma- 
terial. Chief  Justice  Barbour  heard  and  granted  the  mo- 
tion  to  vacate  the  order  of  examination,  and  from  thiit  order 
the  defendant  appealed  to  tlie  general  term. 
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Thomas  Darlington,  for  defendant^  appellant. 
John  K.  Porteb  and  Robert  Sewell,  for  plaintiffy 
respondent. 

By  tJie  court :  Monell,  J. — ^Upoa  the  return  of  the  sum- 
mons, issued  by  a  judge  of  this  court,  requiring  the  plaintiff 
to  appear  and  be  examined  before  trial  at  the  instance  of  the 
defendant,  under  section  391  of  the  Code,  it  was  shown,  by 
affidavit,  that  although  the  action  had  been  commenced  by 
the  service  of  a  summons,  no  complaint  had  been  served 
upon  the  defendant ;  and  it  is  understood  that  the  decision 
at  the  special  term  was  put  upon  the  ground,  thai  until  the 
complaint  was  served  upon  the  defendant  there  was  nothing 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  could  be  examined. 

But  the  defendant,  upon  his  appeal  from  the  order  made 
at  special  term  setting  aside  the  summons  for  the  plaintiff'4 
examination,  insists  that  he  lias  an  absolute  right,  at  any 
tinte  after  the  action  is  commenced^  to  take  tlie  plaintiff's  ex- 
amination, and  that  the  court  has  no  discretionary  power 
over  the  matter. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  views  of  this  and  of  other 
courts,  as  to  the  riglit  of  examination  at  any  time  before  the 
trial,  even  before  issue  joined  or  complaint  served  {see 
McVickar  agt.  Greenleaf  4  JRoht.j  657),  these  views  must, 
I  think,  now  yield  to  the  modifications  in  the  law  which 
have  been  made  since  that  and  other  similar  decisions  were 
rendered. 

The  convention  of  judges,  convened  pursuant  to  chapter 
408  of  the  laws  of  1870  {Vol  /.,  951,  §13),  had  power 
to  revise,  alter,  abolish  and  make  rules,  which,  it  was  de- 
clared, should  be  binding  upon  all  courts  of  record,  so  far  as 
they  rni«riit  be  applicable  to  the  practice  thereof. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  restrictive  words  in  a  similar  pro- 
vision in  the  Code  {Code  of  1849,  §470),  "no<  inconsisteixt 
with  this  act,^^  are  left  out  of  the  act  of  1870. 
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But  I  do  Dot  think  it  was  intended  to  remove  such  restric- 
tion^ or  to  authorize  the  making  of  any  rule  which  might 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code^  or  abridge  or  impair 
any  right  or  remedy  given  by  it. 

The  power,  however,  did  extend  to  the  adoption  of  all  ne- 
cessary and  proper  rules,  to  regulate  the  practice  in  actions 
and  proceedings  in  all  courts  of  record. 

In  accordance  with  that  power  the  present  twenty-first 
rule  of  court  was  adopted,  and  it  requires  that  the  applica- 
for  the  examination  shall  be  upon  affidavit,  disclosing  the 
nature  of  the  discovery  sought,  which  discovery,  it  must  be 
averred,  is  required  to  enable  the  party  Ui  frame  his  complaitU 
or  answerj  or  to  prove  his  case  or  defense,  &c. 

The  rule,  it  will  be  seen,  provides — First.  For  the  exam- 
ination of  the  defendant  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  frame  his 
complaint.  Second.  Of  the  plaintiff  to  enable  the  defen- 
dant to  frame  his  answer ;  and,  Third.  Of  either  party  after 
issue. 

The  rule  follows  in  effect  the  construction  by  this  court 
of  the  391st  section  of  the  Code,  in  McVickar  agt.  Green- 
leaf  {supra)y  so  far  as  it  permits  the  examination  before  issue, 
but  by  necessary  intendment  limits  the  right  to  the  purposes 
specified. 

The  limit  thus  put  upon  the  examination,  namely,  for  a 
plaintiff  to  frame  his  complaint,  or  for  a  defendant  to  pre- 
pare his  answer,  is  in  accordance  with  the  true  intent  of  the 
statute,  and  does  not,  in  my  judgment,  conflict  with  any  pf 
its  provisions. 

Whatever  may  be  the  right,  therefore,  to  have  the  exam- 
ination at  any  time,  the  application  must  conform  to  the 
rules,  and  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the  examination 
is  required  for  one  of  the  purposes  specified. 

It  it  does  not,  or  if  the  court  cannot  see  that  the  exam- 
ination is  material  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  or  defense,  the 
application  should  be  denied. 
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In  this  cose  it  was  an  attempt  by  the  defendant  to  examine 
the  plaintiff.  It  could  not  be  said  to  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  defendant  to  prepare  his  answer,  for  until  the  complaint 
was  served  he  could  not  know  what  the  alleged  cause  of 
action  was  or  could  be^  nf  r  what  he  would  have  to  answer ; 
nor  could  it  be  seen  that  it  was  material  in  aid  of  a  defense 
until  an  issue  had  been  framed. 

It  was  therefore  a  question  properly  addressed  to  the 
power  of  the  court;  and  as  the  defendant  has  not  brought 
himself  within  any  of  the  specified  cases,  authorizing  the 
examination,  the  decision  of  the  court,  at  the  special  term^ 
setting  aside  the  summons,  was  correct. 

I  have  not  found  it  necessary  to  examine  the  other  ques- 
tion, namely,  as  to  the  right  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  testify 
against  himself  in  an  action  of  the  nature  it  is  said  this  is. 
That  is  a  question,  which,  as  it  seems  to  me^  does  not  now 
properly  arise. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Freedman,  J.y  concurred. 

Curtis,  J. — ^The  defendant's  affidavit  states  that  this  action 
is  brought  for  damages  for  alleged  false  and  malicious  publi« 
cations  ot  and  concerning  the  plaintiff.  It  further  appears 
that  the  defendant  is  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  under  an  order  of  arrest  granted 
in  the  action.  It  appears  by  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  that  no  complaint  has  been  served  in  the  suit.  The 
defendant  obtained  an  order  to  examine  the  plaintiff,  under 
section  391  of  the  Code.  An  order  was  granted  on  the 
plaintiff's  application,  to  show  cause  why  this  order  to  ex- 
amine should  not  be  vacated.  On  the  hearing  the  order  to 
examine  was  vacated. 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appeals. 

The  right  to  examine  a  party  to  an  action  at  the  instance 
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of  the  adverse  party,  at  any  time  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  is  clearly  conferred  by  the  Code.  That  this 
is  an  absolute  right,  and  not  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  is  held  in  various  decisions  in  this  court  {McVicker 
agt.  Greenleafj  4  JHoh.^  657  ;  Full$rton  agt.  Gaylordy  7  Rdb.^ 
659  ;  Duffy  agt.  Lypch^  30  How.y  509). 

It  was  urged  on  the  argument  that  the  force  of  this  pro- 
Vision  was  somewhat  modified  and  ufTected  by  the  Idth  sec- 
tion of  chapter  408  of  the  laws  of  1870,  and  the  adoption 
of  21st  rule  of  the  supreme  court  by  the  convention  of 
judges,  which  met  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  that  law. 
The  13th  section  of  the  laws  of  1870,  is  as  follows : 

^^  All  rules  of  the  supreme  court  now  in  force,  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  constitution  or  any  statute  of  the  state, 
shall  remain  in  force  until  abolished  or  altered  by  the  gen- 
eral term  justices,  the  chief  judges  of  the  superior  court  of 
cities,  the  chief  judge  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  of  the  city  court  of  Brooklyn,  in 
convention  assembled  at  the  capitol  in  the  city  of  Albany^ 
A  convention  of  such  justices  and  chief  judges  shall  be  held 
at  the  place  aforesaid  on  the  first  Monday  in  August,  eighteen 
hundred  and  seventy,  and  every  two  years  thereafter ;  and 
such  convention  shall  revise,  alter,  abolish  and  make  rules 
which  shall  be  binding  upon  all  courts  of  record,  so  far  aa 
they  may  be  applicable  to  the  practices  thereof.*^ 

The  21st  rule  of  the  supreme  court  is  as  follows : 

"The  application  for  an  examination  under  §391  of  the 
Code,  shall  be  upon  an  affidavit  disclosing  the  nature  of  the 
discovery  sought,  to  enable  the  party  to  frame  his  complaint 
or  answer,  or  to  prove  his  case  or  defense  upon  the  trial, 
and  how  the  same  is  material  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  or 
defeose.^^ 

I  am  unable  to  see  that  the  legislature  attempted  to  con- 
fer any  power  upon  the  convention  of  judges  to  alter  or 
nullify,  in  any  degree,  the  law,  or  that  this  rule  No.  21^ 
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adopted  by  the  coQvention^  adds  to  or  restricts,  in  any  way, 
the  operation  or  effect  of  section  390  and  391  of  the  Code. 

Even  if  any  modification  of  these  sections  had  been  at- 
tempted, by  inserting  provisions  to  that  effect  in  a  rule,  it 
would  have  been  inoperative,  as  the  constitution  of  the  State 
does  not  authorize  the  legislature  to  delegate  any  law-making 
power  to  a  convention  of  the  judges  {Barto  agt.  Himrody  3 
N.  r.,  491). 

The  Code,  by  directing  that  the  party  shall  "  be  examined 
as  a  witness,"  and  ^'  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination 
as  any  other  witness,"  limits  the  examination  to  what  is  ma- 
terial and  relevant  to  the  prosecution  or  defence.  To  carry 
out  and  give  effect  to  these  provisions  of  the  law,  this  court' 
has  indicated,  at  special  term,  that  the  affidavit  upon  which 
the  application  for  exammation  is  made  shall  disclose  what 
is  requisite  in  respect  to  the  action,  to  enable  the  court  to 
properly  apply  and  enforce  the  directions  of  the  Code  (Duffy 
agt.  Lynchy  36  How,j  609 ;  Greene  agt.  Hendotty  7  Sob^ 
463). 

The  supreme  court  rule  No.  21  is  substantially  in  accor- 
dance with  this  view.  It  is  framed  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  court  to  have  the  information  before  it  that  will 
enable  it  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  section  390  and  391 
of  the  Code,  and  also  to  restrict  the  examination  of  the  party 
to  that  which  is  relevant  and  material,  and  which  mode  of 
examination  is  alone  authorized  under  these  sections. 

When  the  motion  for  the  examination  is  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  affidavit,  in  order  to  show  the  nature  of  the  dis- 
covery sought,  should  set  out  the  complaint  or  its  material 
allegations,  and  the  nature  of  the  defense,  and  where  no 
complaint,  as  in  the  present  action,  has  been  served,  but  an 
affidavit  stating  the  cause  of  action  has  been  made,  and  served 
with  the  order  of  arrest  on  the  defendant,  pursuant  to  sec- 
tions ISl  and  1S4  of  the  Code,  then  the  defendant,  in  his 
moving  affidavit,  should  set  it  out,  or  its  material  allegations, 
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together  with  the  nature  of  the  defense.  It  is  only  where 
this  information  is  thus  presented  that  the  court  is  able  to 
limit  the  examination  to  that  which  is  relevant  and  proper, 
and  thus  give  effect  to  the  provision  of  the  Code  that  the 
examination  of  a  party  shall  be  governed  by  the  same  rules 
as  that  of  any  other  witness. 

Tlie  .affidavits  on  this  motion  show  that  the  action  is 
brought  for  damages  for  alleged  fake  and  malicious  publica- 
tions of  and  concerning  the  plaintifi,  and  that  the  nature  of 
the  discovery  sought  by  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff  is  to 
obtain  information  in  regard  to  a  great  variety  of  alleged 
ti'ansactions  and  occurrences. 

It  does  not  appear  that  these  matters^  in  respect  to  which 
this  examfnation  of  the  defendant  is  sought,  have  any  rela- 
tion, direct  or  indirect,  with  the  alleged  publications  for 
which  the  action  is  brought. 

It  nowhere  appears  in  the  motion-papers  what  those  pub- 
lications were,  or  what  subjects  even  they  touched  upon. 
The  most  careful  examination  furnishes  no  information. 

The  defendant  does  not  set  out  the  matters  complained  of 
by  the  plaintiff,  either  as  contained  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit, 
made  to  procure  the  order  of  arrest,  or  otherwise.  The  court 
is  left  without  the  means  of  knowing  whether  the  examina- 
tion sought  is  an  inquiry  into  the  past  life  and  acts  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  in  respect  to  matters  pertinent  to  the  action.  It 
has  no  means  of  causing  the  examination  to  be  conducted 
purmiant  to  the  requirements  of  the  Code,  and  restricting 
it  to  such  matters  as  are  relevant,  material  and  proper. 

In  this  view  of  it,  and  upon  the  present  papers,  the  order 
appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs,  but  without 
prejudice  to  the  defendant's  taking  out  another  one,  founded 
upon  a  proper  affidavit 
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Tb«  pow«r  of  Um  ooort  to  awtod  alimony  is  not  rettricted  to  the  tiiii«  of  rendering 
the  deeree  of  diToroe,  it  may  be  aHowed  afterwards  by  supplemental  oider, 
judgment  or  decree,  aithongh  the  decree  of  divorce  contained  no  proTision  for 
alimony. 

When  a  motion  for  alimony  has  been  made  and  denied,  and  it  does  not  appear  on 
what  gf  onnds,  snch  denial  will  not  embarrass  a  subsequent  motion,  or  be  deemed 
**  re$  adjudicatay*  when  sufficient  grounds  are  shown  to  exist  for  granting  the 
motion. 

Where  a  receipt  was  given  under  seal  expressed  to  be  "in  fall  for  all  my  claims  for 
alimony,"  no  permanent  allowance  having  in  Atct  been  granted,  the  seal  is  not 
conclusive  and  the  receipt  is  open  to  let  in  evidence  of  the  intont  and  meaning  o( 
the  parties  at  the  time  it  was  made. 

Special  Term,  1S72. 

Application  for  alimony. 

This  action  was  instituted  by  the  wife  against  the  husband 
for  a  divorce,  on  the  ground  of  the  husband's  adultery. 

A  judgment  dissolving  the  marriage  was  entered  on  the 
3rd  day  of  August,  1S52,  but  did  not  contain  any  provision 
for  alimony. 

The  further  proceedings  in  the  action  and  upon  the  judg- 
ment will  appear  in  the  following  findings  of  the  referee  to 
whom  upon  this  motion,  it  was  referred  to  take  proofs. 

His  findings  are  as  follows : 

That  on  the  third  day  of  August,  1852,  a  decree  was  duly 
entered  in  this  action  whereby  the  marriage  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  was  dissolved,  on  the  ground  of 
adultery  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

That  uppn  the  face  of  such  decree  no  provision  was  made 
allowing  alimony  to  the  plaintiff  in  any  amount. 
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That  on  the  same  day  that  the  decree  was  made  the  plain- 
tiff received  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
dollars  in  money  and  gave  her  receipt  therefor  in  the  follow- 
ing words  and  figures  to  wit : 

"New  York,  August  3rd,  1852. 

"  Received  from  Henrich  Kamp,  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
dollars  in  full^  for  all  my  claims  against  him  for  alimony  and 
costs  of  suit  of  divorce." 

That  the  three  hundred  dollars  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
with  the  full  knowledge  and  consent  of  her  next  friend  and 
attorney  and  that  the  whole  amount  was  appropriated  to  her 
own  use,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show 
fraud,  or  misunderstanding  as  to  the  object,  purpose,  or  effect 
of  the  payment  which  occurred  at  that  time. 

That  at  the  date  of  the  decree  the  defendant  had  no 
property  nor  any  certain  fixed  income.    ^ 

That  he  is  now  worth  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars, 
all  of  which  has  been  accumulated  since  the  dissolution  of 
the  marriage  but  at  what  particular  period,  or  in  what  ratio 
since  that  time  does  not  appear. 

That  the  plaintiff  has  no  property  at  this  time  of  any 
considerable  amount. 

That  after  the  decree  was  entered  in  this  cause,  a  motion 
was  made  to  open  the  same,  so  as  to  provide  alimony  for  the 
plaintiff  which  motion  was  denied. 

That  such  refusal  was  on  or  about  December  22,  1854, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  received  no  other  or  further  allow- 
ance than  the  three  hundred  dollars  before  mentioned. 

From  the  testimony  taken  and  the  findings  of  facts, 
thereupon,  the  referee  was  of  opinion  (hat  the  plaintifl  could 
not  be  allowed  alimony. 

He  had  much  doubt  whether  the  court  could  make  any 
supplemental  order,  no  provision  having  been  made  in  the 
judgment  for  present  or  future  alimony  or  permission  given 
to  apply  under  it,  but  he  founded  his  opinion,  mainly  upon 
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the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  receipt  given  by  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  day  the  judgment  was  entered,  v^hich  the  referee  re- 
,  garded  as  a  satisfaction  of  all  claim  for  future  alimony. 

The  present  motion  is  upon  exceptions  to  the  referee's 
report. 

Hatch,  Van  Allen  &  Smffh,  Jr.,  for  plaintiffs. 

I.  An  application  for  permanent  alimony  may  be  made 
either  at  the  time  of  rendering  a  decree  of  divorce,  or  if  the 
decree  contains  no  provision  for  alimony,  at  any  time  after- 
wards during  the  lifetime  of  the  parties  {Sec.  68,  236,  3  B. 
S.;  Bish.  on  M.  <&  Biv.  and  cases  cited;  Shotwell  agt.  Shot- 
welly  1  Sm.  dk  Jf.,  Miss.j  61 ;  McKanaher  agt.  McKanaheVj 
3  YateSy  Pa.y  66 ;  Bowman  agt.  Worthington^  d  Am.  Law 
Beg.y  N.  S.y  621). 

(a.)  Upon  rendering  the  decree  of  divorce,  the  right  of 
the  plaintift  to  alimony  became  absolute  {Forrest  agt  For» 
rest  J  3  Bosw.  667,  ajjd.  26  N.  J".,  601),  and  passed  as  inci- 
dent to  the  decree  (76.). 

(6.)  The  word  may  in  the  sentence  "the  court  may  make 
a  furtlier  decree  or  order  ^  is  to  be  construed  as  meaning 
musty  or  the  imperative  shall  {See  act  of  1813,  vol.  2,  sec.  6 
199;  Sec.  68,  ib.;  Darby  agt.  Condity  1  Duery  600;  Coolce 
agt.  NaVl.  BanJcy  3  Abb.  N.  S.y  339). 

II.  Alimony  is  "an  allowance  which  a  husband  by  order 
of  the  court  pays  to  his  wife  for  her  maintenance  ^  {Bish.  on 
M..  dk  D.  649).  The  court  never  granted  to  the  plaintiff  any 
allowance ;  the  defendant  could  not  acquire  that  which  had 
no  existence,  nor  the  plaintiff  release  what  she  did  not  pos- 
sess ;  the  receipt  in  evidence  is  a  mere  release  of  the  alimony 
and  costs  due  at  the  time  the  receipt  was  given  (1  EdwardSy 

34). 

The  sanction  of  the  court  being  essential  to  a  grant  of 
alimony,  any  secret  arrangement  entered  into  by  the  parties. 
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made  without  such  sanction  is  invalid,  and  Che  court  may 
break  through  the  invalid  agreement  at  any  time  {Kirby  agt 
Kirht/y  1  Paigej  568;  Coohdge  agt.  Cooledge^  1  Baf^.  Ch.y 
77 ;  JRogers  agt.  Bogers,  4  Paige^  516]  6  Paigej  609). 

'Iir.  The  motion  made  in  1854  to  "open  the  decree  of 
divorcey^^  "  in  order  to  provide  alimonyj^^  was  properly  denied. 
The  divorce  was  final  and  conclusive  and  as  shown  a^ove 
{Pt.  1),  the  statute  provided  amply  for  allowance  of  alimony, 
without  disturbing  the  decree.  The  denial  of  that  motion 
is  no  bar  to  the  present  application  {Butts  agt.  BurneUy  6 
Ahh.y  N.  S.y  302). 

IV.  The  poverty  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  past  twenty 
years  is  established,  and  her  inability  to  pay  the  expense 
presents  a  good  reason  or  excuse  for  the  delay  in  applying 
to  the  court.  Mere  delay  in  claiming  her  rights,  is  no  reasoa 
why  they  should  be  refused  (3  Bosw.y  667). 

Florence  Leary,  for  defendant. 

MoNELL,  J. — The  power  of  the  court  to  award  alimony, 
is  not  restricted  to  the  times  of  granting  the  judgment  of 
divorce,  but  the  allowance  may  be  made  afterwards  by  sup- 
plemental order  or  judgment ;  such  I  think  is  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  if  a  de- 
cree dissolving  the  marriage  be  pronounced,  the  court  may 
make  a  further  decree  or  order  against  the  defendant  to  pro- 
vide such  suitable  allowance  to  the  complainant  for  her  sup- 
port as  to  the  court  may  seem  just.  ^*  It  is  usual  to  make 
provision  for  alimony  in  the  judgment  ot  divorce ;  but  if 
circumstances  exist  at  the  time  th<>  judgment  is  pronounced, 
rendering  it  inexpedient  to  make  the  allowance  at  that  time, 
and  the  situation  of  the  parties  afterwards  are  changed,  it 
would  be  proper  for  the  court  to  grant  the  appropriate  re- 
lief by  a  supplemental  decree. 

It  does  not  appear  upon  what  ground  the  motion  to  open 
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decree,  so  as  to  provide  lor  alimony  made  in  December^  1854^ 
was  denied. 

And  unless  the  disposition  of  that  motion  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  res  judicata  it  cannot  embarrass  this  application* 
I  cannot  give  to  it  the  effect  of  resjtidicata.  It  may  have 
been,  and  I  have  the  right  to  presume  that  it  was^  decided 
upon  facts  before  the  court,  which  were  deemed  insufficient 
to  allow  of  alimony  being  made  at  the  time,  and  not  for 
the  want  of  power  in  the  court  to  award  it  after  judgment 

The  principal  objection  to  this  application,  however,  arises 
upon  the  effect  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  receipt  signed  by 
the  plaintiff  on  the  day  the  judgment  of  divorce  was  en- 
tered, and  which  is  as  follows : 

"  New  York,  August  3d,  1852. 

^'  Eeceived  from  Henrich  Kamp,  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
dollars  in  full,  for  all  my  claims  against  him  for  alimony  and 
costs  of  suit  of  divorce. 

"  Ann  Cathakinb  Kjimp.^    [l.  s.] 

This  receipt  is  held  by  the  referee  to  operate  as  a  satisfac- 
tion of  all  alimony,  and,  therefore,  as  a  bar  to  this  motion. 

I  cannot  give  to  it  such  effect. 

The  seal  affixed  to  it  is  of  no  consequence,  under  the 
statute  (2  22. 5.,  406,  ^  77)  it  is  open  to  let  in  all  such  proof  as 
would  be  proper,  if  it  was  not  sealed  {Stearns  agt.  Tapping 
6  Duery  294). 

And  if  necessary,  therefore,  to  resort  to  extrinsic  evidence, 
the  testimony  taken  by  the  referee,  establishes,  I  think,  that 
the  sum  paid  was  received  by  the  plaintiff  as  payment  of 
alimony  to  that  time,  and  was  not  intended  to  bar  a  future 
claim. 

But  even  it  it  should  have  given  to  it,  the  efiect  of  a  re- 
lease under  seal,  and  hence  operate  as  a  discbarge  of  the 
claim  for  alimony,  it  cannot  reach  forward  so  as  to  defeat  a 
future  application  when  the  changed  circumstances  and  con- 
dition of  the  parties  appeal  to  the  court  for  relief. 
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After  the  payment  and  receipt  of  the  three  hundred  dol- 
lars, it  is  probable  that  the  plaintiff  was  debarred  from  de- 
manding any  other  or  further  sum  for  previous  alimony^  and 
80  far  it  was  a  release  and  discharge  of  the  defendant. 

But  there  is  nothing  in  the  receipt,  which  in  termi^  or  by 
necessary  inference  or  implication,  releases  the  defendant  from 
future  alimony,  if  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  powers, 
shall  deem  it  proper  to  niake  a  further  judgment  or  order  for 
its  payment. 

If  the  receipt  is  to  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  evi- 
dence it  cannot  have  given  to  it  any  greater  effect,  than  to 
discharge  the  claim  for  alimony  down  to  the  time  of  entering 
judgment. 

Having  determined  that  the  court  has  power  to  make  a 
supplemental  order  for  the  payment  of  alimony,  and  that 
neither  the  former  decision  nor  the  receipt  should  bar  the 
application,  the  only  remaining  consideration  is  addressed  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court. 

About  twenty  years  have  passed  since  the  marriage  con- 
tract of  these  parties  was  dissolved,  during  all  which  time 
the  plaintiff  has  maintained  herself  by  her  own  efforts.  For 
that  long  period  of  time  the  defendant  has  contributed  no- 
thing towards  her  support,  so  long  as  her  health  was  sound, 
she  seems  to  have  been  willing  and  has  been  able  to  sustain 
herself,  and  has  thus  relieved  the  defendant  of  a  burden, 
which  the  court  might  have  made  him  bear  during  all  the 
intervening  time. 

It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  now  reached  the  age  of 
upwards  t>f  sixty-three  years,  and  is  in  feeble  healtd,  unable 
by  reason  of  her  advanced  age  and  bodily  infirmities,  to  labor 
for  her  own  support. 

These  facts  furnish  a  sufficient  ground  for  granting  her 
such  an  amount  of  alimony,  as  in  view  of  the  pecuniary 
ability  of  the  defendant,  shall  be  proper. 

As  the  papers  before  me  do  not  furnish  the  requisite  proof 
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and  the  referee  not  deeming  it  necessary  to  take  any,  it  must 
be  sent  to  a  referee  to  take  proof  on  this  subject. 

The  plaintiff  may  have  an  order  to  that  efiect,  containing 
the  same  provision  for  payment  of  fees,  &c.,  by  defendant; 
as  was  inserted  in  the  previous  order  of  reference. 

Upon  a  reference  to  Hon.  James  C.  Spencer,  the  sum  of 
1 1,000  was  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  yearly  allowance, 
commencing  from  the  date  of  his  report,  which  was  after- 
wards confirmed  by  the  court. 
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A. 


ABATEMENT  AND  CONTINU- 
ANCE. 

1.  An  action  is  not  abated  by  the  death 
of  a  sole  defendant,  if  the  caase  of  ac- 
tion survives  or  coniinnes.  [Ifiver- 
more  agt.  BainJbridge^  61  Barb.^  358.) 

2.  In  snch  a  ca<e  the  proper  constmction 
of  section  121  of  the  Code,  and  the 
right  rale  of  practice,  is  that  the  repre- 
seutatives  of  the  deceased  defendant, 
if  they  have  an  interest  in  the  snit, 
may  have  an  oider  to  continue  it. 
{Id.) 

3  Boch  representatives  bave  an  interest, 
if  the  deceased  defendant  has  set  np 
a  coanterclaim,  in  his  answer,  npon 
which  they  want  judgment'  in  their 
favor,    (/a.) 

4.  Th«  fact  that,  usually,  the  conn  would 
permit  the  plaimitrou  the  record  to  die- 
continue  the  action,  in  such  a  case, 
notwithstanding  the  interposition  of  a 
coanter-«laim,  does  not  militate  against 
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this  view;    there  being  no  absolute 
right  to  such  discontinuance.    (Id.) 

5.  Thaft  is  a  question  of  practice,  which 
is  within  the  cKscretion,  and  under  tlie 
control,  of  the  oourt.    (Id.) 

6.  When  the  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased sole  defendant  have  the  right  to 
have  the  action  continued,  they  may 
apply  for  an  order  to  that  effect,  ujide'r 
the  l2i8t  section  of  the  Code.     (Id.) 

ACTION. 

1.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
can  maintain  an  action,  in  his  individ- 
ual character,  to  recover  a  claim  due 
Uie  assignor ;  he  is  not  required  to  sue 
as.trnstree.  (Hoagland  agt  Trask.  4& 
N.  r.,  686.) 

2.  A  promise  made  by  an  Individ aal,  upon 
a  valid  consideration,  to  pay  money  t» 
a  third  person,  will  sustain  an  action 
by  the  latter,  in  his  own  name,  against 
tlie  promisor.  (Halt  agt.  Subbins,  61 
Barb.,  3».) 

3.  The  defendant  having  control,  as  ageni 
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or  attornej,  of  a  claim  agrainnt  the 
Uuited  States  ffovernment,  applied  to 
the  phtiiitifF  to  uuy  it,  and,  thereupon, 
made  certain  repreeentatious  to  him.  in 
respect  to  the  validity  of  the  claim,  and 
the  probability  of  its  payment,  and  the 
plaintilf  npon  the  faith  of  such  repre- 
sentations, pnrchased  and  paid  for  the 
claim  ;  and  the  represeutatioiiB  turned 
out  to  be  false,  and  the  claim  was  re- 
jected : 

Htld^  that  the  pUihtiff  oonld  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  back  the  pnrchabe 
mon«v  paid.  ISliedd  airt.  Mvulgomci'v. 
61  Barb.,  507.) 

4.  An  artion  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the 
erection,  for  public  onrposes,  bv  a  city 
corporation,  of  a  bridire  within  the 
limits  of  the  city,  upon  one  ot  the 
streets  thereof,  at  the  suit  of  a  land 
owner  whose  property  is  not  taken  or 
tonched.  {SvtUvivX.  Tlu  City  of  Troy ^ 
63  Barb.,  630.) 

5.  In  snch  a  case,  the  land  owner  is  not 
entitled  to  compeniwtion  for  the  indir 
reel  or  consenuential  damages  arining  or 
apprehended  from  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  eminent  domain.     {Id.) 

6.  And  an  ininnction  should  not  be  gran^ 
ed  nntil  the  final  hearing,  when  the 
enbject  of  comoensation  can  be  consi- 
dered :  especially  where  the  defendant 
is  able  to  respond,  in  case  the  plaintilf 
shall  establisn  a  legal  claim  to  dam- 
ages.   {Id.) 

7.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
chanter  29  of  Laws  of  1865,  the  town 
of  Solon,  in  Cortland  county,  became 
entitled  to  certain  bounty  monejrs  from 
the  State,  for  excess  of  years'  service 
of  men  furnished  bv  it  under  calls  of 
the  president  of  the  tJnited  States.made 
prior  to  December  19ih,  1864.  These 
moneys  were  erroneonslv  paid  to  a  sn- 
pervif  or  of  the  town  of  tiomer,  in  tiiat 
county,  for  its  benefit,  and  so  appro- 
priated by  him. 

Ileldt  that  they  might  be  recovered  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  supervisor  of  the 
former  town,  in  its  behalf,  against  the 
town.  ( Batkaway  agt.  Town  (ffBomer, 
5  Laruing,  267.) 

.'8.  The  feet  that  the  bounty  monev  origi- 
nally  paid  for  the  men,  and  which  the 
Stat«  refunded,  was  the  money  of  the 
county  paid  to  itr  volunteers,  and  that 
they  were  credited  to  the  couutv  by 
the' United  States  authorities  and  not 
to  the  town,  and  afterward  the  money 
was  paid  to  the  county  by  the  plain- 
tiff's town,  and  the  men  applied  on  its 
quota,  does  not  affect  the  right  to  re- 
cover.   {Id.) 


9.  The  defendant  purchased  from  a  third 
penton,  to  whom  plaintiff  had  eutroat- 
ed  it.  a  connlv  treasurer's  certificate 
for  a  bounty  bond  belougin^t  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  obrnined  the  bond  from 
the  county  traasurer. 

Held^  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  vmIiio  of  the 
bond,  after  demand  daly  made.  {Otby 
agu  Couant^  5  Laming,  310.; 

10.  Beld^  also,  that  there  was  no  fonnda- 
tion  for  an  action  in  the  nature  of  tort 
bv  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant. 
{id.) 

U.  It  seems  an  action  will  not  Ke  at  the 
suit  of  a  child,  born  after  the  making 
of  the  father's  will,  in  which  it  is  not 
mentioned  and  unprovided  for  by  set- 
tlement, to  recover  from  children  bo|ii 
before  trie  will  any  portion  of  advance- 
ments made  to  the  latter;  but  that  the 
action  in  such  cat e  U,  under  the  statute 
(2  R.  S.  97,  J  76;  I  R.  S.,  754.  $  23),  to 
compel  distribution,  and  to  determine 
what,  if  any,  portion  of  the  testator's 
estate  deviited  to  the  children  who  have 
receive<i  advancements  shall  l>elon|^  to 
them.  {^Saii/brd  v.  Sauford.  5  Laun-io, 
486.)   •        ^  -^ 

ADVANCEMENTS, 

1.  Where  a  testator  has  a  child,  born  af- 
ter the  making  of  his  will,  and  dies 
leaving  such  child  unprovided  for  by 
any  settlement,  and  iieiiiier  provided 
for,  nor  in  any  way  mentionea,  in  his 
will,  the  rights  of  such  child,  in  r^jpect 
to  the  testator's  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, are  the  same  as  they  would  have 
been  if  his  fiither  had  never  made  a 
will,  and  had  died  int^state.  {Sa.\Jord 
V.  Sanfiyrdf  61  Barb.,  293.) 

2  In  no  case  can  a  child,  bom  after  the 
makiug  of  a  will  by  his  father,  recover 
of  any  brother  or  sister,  bom  before 
the  will  WHS  made,  any  porti(>n  of  any 
advancement  made  by  nis  father,  in 
his  lifetime,  to  suvh  brother  or  sister. 
ifd.) 

3.  When  a  parent  conveys  land  to  hie 
child,  without  asking  of  receiving  any 
consideration  therefor,  the  presumption 
is  that  it  is  an  advancement  lo  the 
child,  thongh  the  deed  recites  a  money 
consideration,  and  contains  an  aokuow^ 
lodgment  of  it.    {Id.) 

4.  Smnll,  inconsiderable  sums  of  money, 
occatfionaliy  given  to  a  ehild  to  spend, 
or  to  defray  expenses  in  traveling,  or 
to  pay  for  small  presents,  and  the  like, 
should  be  deemed  to  have  been  given 
*'  without  a  view  to  a  portion  or  settle- 
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uent  in  life,"  as  contemplated  by  the 
sbitute,  Hud  Hre  iiui  to  be  regarded  as 
advancements.    {Id.) 

'.  Bnt  a  considerable  snm  of  money, 
^nven  to  a  son,  to  onabltt  him  to  stuVt 
in  bnainegs,  is  prima  facie  an  advauce- 
meut*    [Id,) 

^  It  seems  the  rights  of  a  child  bom  sf 
ter  the  making  of  a  father's  will,  and 
not  mentioned  in  it,  under  the  statnie 
(2  R  S„  65,  i  49;  id.,  466,  ^  62,  &c.) 
attach  to  ad  vancemeuts  made  prior  to 
the  will.  (Sanfoi'd  v,  Sanford,  5  Lan- 
*w^.  486.) 

7.  When  a  parent  conveys  land  to  his 
child,  witrntnt  asking  or  receiving  any 
consideration,  the  preen raption  is  thnt 
the  gift  is  an  advancement,  thongh  the 
deea  recites  a  money  cou^iiderution  and 
contains  an  acknowledgment  of  pay- 
ment.   (Id.) 

^  A  considerable  snra  of  mone^,  ffiven 
to  a  son  to  enable  him  to  start  in  unsi- 
ness  is  prima  facie  an  advancement ; 
otherwise  with  inconsiderable  snmK, 
given  occasionally  in  the  way  of  speud- 
lug-money  and  the  like.     {Id.) 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  On  an  executory  contract,  by  parol, 
for  the  sale  of  com,  sound  corn  in  to 
be  delivered,  and  if  that  which  is  de- 
livereti  is  not  sonnd,  the  purchasers  are 
not  bonnd  to  accept.  If.  after  delivery 
it  is  found  to  be  unsound,  they  may  re- 
turn the  corn,  and  refuse  to  complete 
the  contract,  (/^tetoa  agt,  KieL  61 
Barb.bSS.) 

a  Such  A  contract,  nntil  performance,  is 
void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  Neither 
party  is  bonud  to  complete  it.    (Id.) 

Z,  Bat  the  parties  are  at  liberty  to  ratify 
the  agreement  by  performance;  and 
the  delivery  of  the  property,  or  the 
payment  of  the  money,  under  the  con- 
tract,  will  operate  to  make  valid  a  con- 
tract which  otherwise  could  not  be  en- 
forced.   {Id.) 

4.  A  mere  negotiation,  between  the  par- 
ties to  a  contract,  for  an  amicable  set- 
tlement of  a  disputed  claim  for  dam- 
ages, on  account  of  the  breach  thereof, 
will  not  have  the  effect,  in  the  absence 
of  any  agreement  on  the  subject,  to  al- 
ter, or  postpone,  the  legal  rights  of  the 
parties  as  they  existed  when  the  breach 
took    place.    {ffewiU  agL  Milier,  61 

6.  After  a  settlement  between  the  partiesf 
and  the  giving  of  a  note  by  the  defend- 
ants to  tAe  plaintiffs  for  a  sum  agreed 


upon,  but  during  the  same  interview, 
tiie  deiiendaiits  i^<reed  that,  in  case  a 
a  certain  shipment  of  lumber,  made  bv 
them,  which  had  uut  yet  arriTed, 
should  nrore  on  arrival,  to  contain  less 
than  149,013  feet,  at  which  amount  it 
hud  been  invoiced,  the  defendants 
would  make  good  the  deficiency  x 

ffeldt  that  this  agreement,  being  subse- 
quent to.  was  not  merired  in  the  settle* 
ment;  and  that  an  action  would  lie, 
up<m  it.  to  recover  the  amonnt  of  a  de- 
iicieuov  in  the  quantirv  of  Inmber  ship- 
ped.    {Smith  a^'t   Oollattdf  61  Bixib.f 

6.  fftld,  alio,  that  the  agreement  to  make 

fr<>o(l  any  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of 
umber.  wa4  upon  a  good  ooosidera* 
tion.    {Id.) 

7.  To  make  forbearance  a  valid  consider- 
ation for  a  promise,  there  must  be  a 
binding  aijrreement  to  forbear,  either 
for  a  definite  time  or  for  a  reasonable 
time.  And  the  time  of  forbearance, 
in  the  latter  case,  mast  be  alleged,  that 
the  court  may  see  it  was  for  a  reason- 
able time.  {Perkint  agt.  Proud,  62 
Barb.,  420.) 

8.  An  agreement,  made  with  a  sheriff,  by 
a  person  interested  in  property  levied 
on,  that  if  the  former  will  delay  a  sale 
of  such  property  he  will  pay  and  dis- 
charge tue  judgments,  ana  satisfy  the 
executions,  and  will  indemnifv  and 
save  the  sheriff  harmless  fi*om  all  loss, 
costs,  damages  and  expenses  that 'he 
may  sustain  or  suffer  m  conseqoence 
of  such  delay,  is  illegal  and  void. 
{Id.) 

8.  A  written  contract,  in  its  caption, 
named  '' Charles  W.  Weeks"  as  one 
of  the  parties ;  in  the  body,  he  was 
called  <'  the  said  Charles  Weeks ;"  and 
in  the  subscnption,  at  the  end,  he,  as 
well  as  the  other  party,  employed  only 
the  initials  of  his  Christian  name.  In 
neither  the  body  of  the  contract  nor  in 
the  signatures,  was  there  any  indica- 
tion that  it  was  the  contract  of  a  co- 
partnership finn.  At  the  date  of  the 
contract  '*  C.  W.  Weeks"  was  a  part- 
ner in  a  firm  doinff  basiness  onder  the 
name  of  *'  C.  W  Weeks,**  bot  the  mat- 
ters included  in  the  contract  did  not  re- 
late to  the  partnership  business.  And 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  other  party 
to  the  contract  knew  that  *'C.  W. 
Weeks"  represented  a  partnership  firm, 
until  after  the '  execution  of  the  con- 
tract. The  contract  was  drawn  by 
Weeks,  and  in  all  the  oorrespondence, 
&0.,  relating  to  it,  the  personal  pro- 
noun *'  I "  was  employed  bv  him ;  the 
the  words  "  firm,"  or  <*  we  "  not  at  alL 
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ffeldf  that  this  was  the  individual  con- 
tract of  C.  W.  Weeks,  and  not  that  ot 
the  6rm  of  which  he  was  a  member. 
{Marvin  agt.  Bmchanant  (\i2^Barb,f  468.) 

ALIMONY. 

1.  The  power  of  the  conrt  to  award  ali- 
mony  is  not  restricted  to  the  time  of 
rendering  the  decree  of  divorce,  it  may 
be  allowed  afterwards  by  sapplemental 
order,  jadgment  or  decree,  altlioagh 
the  decree  of  divorce  coutaiiied  nn  pro- 
vision for  alimony.  (Kamp  agt.  Kamp^ 
ante,  505.) 

3.  When  a  motion  for  alimony  has  been 
made  and  denied,  and  it  does  not  appear 
on  whttt  gioandtf,  snob  denial  will  not 
embarrass  a  snbsennent  motion,  or  be 
deemed  **re«  adjuaicata^**  when  suffi- 
cient grounds  are  shown  to  exist  for 
granting  the  motion.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  a  receipt  was  given  under  seal 
expnesaed  to  be  *'in  full  for  ail  mv 
ctaims  for  alimony,'*  no  permanent  al- 
lowance having  m  fact  oeen  granted, 
the  seal  is  not  eoucluaive  and  the  re- 
ceipt is  open  to  let  in  evidence  of  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  it  was  made.    {Id,} 

ALTERATION   OP    INSTRUMENT. 

1.  A  material  alteration  made  in  an  in- 
strument, e.  g.f  a  mortgage,  without 
the  consent  ot  the  mortgagor,  either  by 
the  mortgagee,  or  by  some  other  per- 
son; after  deliveiy  thereof,  and  while 
the  same  is  in  the  possession  or  custody 
of  the  mortgagee,  has  the  effect  of  ue- 
stmyiiiff  And  annulling  the  instrument. 
So  field  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
mortgrtjre.  {Marcy  agt  Danlup,  5  Lan- 
ting,  365.) 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  Where  the  allepitions  of  breaking  and 
ent«*iug  the  close  of  plaintiff  wei'e 
clearly  upon  the  face  of  tlie  complaint 
mere  surplusage,  held  that  tliere  was 
no  error  commuted  in  so  amending  the 
compUiut  as  to  allow  the  true  cause 
of  action  therein  stated  to  remain. 
[Moron  agt  McCUamtf  ante,  30.) 

2.  It  is  the  well  stated  rule  that  it  it- 
pretty  much  a  matter  of  coarse  to  per 
mit  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings 
before  trial,  when  the  amendment  will 
produce  no  delay  of  the  trial,  nor  work 
any  especial  hardship  to  the  adverse 
party.  The  terms  imposed  are  usuhIIt 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion, 
and  such  other  costs  and  expenses,  if 


any,  as  the  party  will  luae  by  reasoo  of 
the  desire<t  amendment 

Held,  on  this  motion,  that  the  defendant 
be  allowed,  under  the  above  rule,  to 
amend  his  answer  by  settinjr  up  the 
statute  of  limitations.  [OUchrist  agt 
GUckrisVs  JEr'rA,  ante,  317.) 

3.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Conrt  to  pnt 
statutory  defenses,  such  as  the  statute 
of  limitations,  usury,  ^c.  uptm  the 
same  footing  with  other  legal  defensea. 
(Id.) 

4  A  referee  has  no  power  on  the  trial  to 
allow  a  defendant  to  withdraw  a 
second  defense  in  the  answer,  consist- 
ing uf  a  counter-claim,  upon  which  he 
commences  a  croes-action  against  the 
plaintiffs,  and  then  allow  him  to  inter- 
pose a  second  defense  to  the  answer  in 
the  original  action,  as  an  amendment 
thereof,  by  inserting  substantially,  but 
ill  a  ditterent  form,  the  same  counter- 
claim again,  claiming  $130,000  dam- 
ages;  and  all  this  without  notice  to 
the  plaintiffs  or  their  attorney,  except 
on  the  motion  to  amend  the  answer. 
{Licermore  agt.  BainJbHdgt,  ante,  357.) 

5.  Where  the  allowance  or  disallowance 
of  a  proposed  amendment  to  a  pleading, 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee,  the 
exercise  of  that  discretion,  even  if  re- 
viewable  on  appeal,  will  not  be  inter- 
fered with  by  the  court  on  motion. 
But  where  the  referee  either  has  uo 
power,  or  refuses  to  interfere  because 
of  a  supposed  want  of  power^  the  trial 
may  be  suspended  and  a  motion  made 
to  the  court  at  special  term  for  such 
purpose.  {Hoclisletter  agt.  Isaacs,  ttnte, 
495.) 

6.  The  Supreme  Court  may  allow  an 
amendment  to  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the 
to  the  Court  of  Appeals  fi-om  uii  order 
granting  a  new  trial,  where  the  time 
fur  appealing  has  expired,  by  insert- 
ing inerein,  nnne  pro  tunc,  an  assent 
that  **  if  the  order  be  aitirmed  judgment 
absolute  may  be  rendered  againi*t  tlie 
appellant."  (Code,  $  11,  sub.  2),  where 
the  notice  has  been  given  in  good  ftiith 
and  the  oniis.<*ion  was  tlironuh  mi^itake^ 
{Mott  V.  Lansing,  5  Lansing,  516.) 

APPEAL. 

1.  An  order  granted  on  terms  upon  an 
application  to  show  cause  why  the  de- 
fendants should  not  have  thirty  days 
in  which  to  make  and  serve  a  ease, 
after  default  is  not  appealable.  (£»er- 
sted  HgL  Orange  db  Alexandria  jS.  JB. 
Co.,  ante,  379.) 

2.  Go  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered 
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by  the  direrrion  of  a  'single  judge  to 
the  geueral  leriu  of  the  imuie  court  no 
«ei'aritv  in  reqnired,  bat  if  a  ttav  of 
}»roceediug8  it  desired,  ao  uudertakitig 
ran«t  be  i/iven.  the  earoe  as  required 
on  au  aiipeal  to  iha  court  (»f  appeals. 
{Hitter  aj/t.  KrektUr^  ante,  445.) 

d.  Where  aa  undertaking  is  filed  at  the 
time  of  the  service  of  a  aotice  of  ap- 
peal for  the  pur|>OH68  of  a  fttay,  which 
undertaking  u  disapproved,  the  appel- 
lant should  move  i(»r  leave  to  file  and 
serve  a  new  undertaking  nur^  pro  tunc 
as  of  the  time  of  filing  the  Dotice  of 
appeal    {Id.} 

4.  The  caption  to  the  fludings  of  the  jus- 
tiee  before  whom  an  acnon  to  deter- 
tniiMi  the  title  to  real  property  was 
tried,  was  as  follows:  At  a  Special 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  for  mo- 
tions and  chambers  busiuess,  held  at 
chambers,  at  the  City  Hall,  in  the  city 
of  New  Yurk.  It  whs  objected,  that 
the  cau«e  «va8  not  tried  at  any  term  of 
court,  but  before  a  judge  out  of  court. 
This  objection  was  not  taken  below : 

Held,  Ist.  That  such  an  objection  would 
not  be  pennirted  to  be  rained  in  this 
court  for  the  first  time.  2d.  That  it 
Butficiently  appeared  that  the  cause 
was  tried  at  a  8|>ecial  Term,  held  at 
the  place  for  holding  courts  iu  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  it  wonid  not  be  as- 
sumed that  it  was  not  a  regular  court 
for  the  hearing  of  all  8|>ecial  Term 
business,  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the 
parties,  without  ohjeciion,  went  to 
trial.  (Fisher  agt.  Htpburti,  48  i\r.  y., 
41.) 

5.  An  order  setting  a.%ide  a  jnd>nnent  is 
appealable  to  this  court.     \Jd.) 

6.  In  an  action  tried  bv  the  court,  or  bv 
a  referee,  a  refusal  to  find  a  materiHl 
fact,  of  which  there  is  legal  proof,  and 
where  there  is  no  proof  to  the  conr.i-Hry. 
nor  proof  of  .facts  or  circnmstanceB 
showing  its  improbability,  is  an  enor 
of  law,  and  it  a  reqneat  so  to  find  in 
made,  and  there  is  a  refusal  and  exce|)- 
tiou,  a  pro|>er  question  is  presented  for 
coiisideration  in  tUe  Court  of  Apreuls. 
{Beck  agt.  Skeldoi^  48  N.  F.,  365  ; 

7.  Where  a  new  trial  ibgranted  an  action 
tried  by  a  jury,  and  (he  record  showt 
that  qnestious  of  fact  were  properly 
betore  the  general  term  for  decision, 
and  that  the  order  for  a  new  trial  may 
or  could  have  been  based  thereon,  thiV 
•court  will  not  review  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reversal.  Kesort  cannot  b€ 
nad  to  the  opinions  of  the  General 
Term,  but  it  must  be  ascertained  anc 
^determined  by  the  record  alone,  wheth- 


er the  order  was  granted  on  qnesrions 
of  fact  or  of  law.  ( DvvHing  agt.  Kelly. 
48A'.  r..433) 

8.  No  appesl  lies  to  this  conrt  from  an  or- 
der denying  a  motior  for  a  new  trial  ou 
ground  of  surprise  or  newly-discover- 
ed evidence.  The  question  is  one  of 
discretion  with  the  conrt  below.  {Don- 
Ujf  agt  Graham,  48  N,  r.,  658.) 

9.  An  order  of  genenU  term  in  a^i  equi- 
ty action,  senaing  the  case  back  to  the 
referee  before  wnom  it  was  tried,  to 
decide  upon  i)\^  question  of  costs,  can- 
not be  reviewed  iu  this  court.  {Tay- 
lor  agt.  Root,  48  N.  Y.,  687.) 

10.  Costs  in  an  equity  action  are  in  the 
discretion  oi  the  court,  and  the  ejter- 
ciM  of  this  dit»creiioii  cannot  be  re- 
viewed.   {Id.) 

11.  From  an  order  jnade  at  a  special 
term,  confirming  a  report  of  couimi«i- 
sioners  of  estimate  and  ai^Sesdmeut  for 
opening  avenues,  or  public  places,  in 
the  ciiy  of  New  York,  an  appeal  lies  to 
the  ^ueral  term  {Matter  oj  Uit  Com* 
fHwioneisof  Centi-al  ParL  61  Barb., 
40.) 

12.  An  order  to  stay  proceedings,  being 
dibcreiioiiary,  is  not  appeable ;  espe- 
cially wheu  the  motion  is  granted 
u|K>u  terms.  The  terms  never  cau  be 
reviewed.  '(JSmith  agu  Levy.  61  Barb., 
496. . 

13.  Where,  npon  appeal  from  a  decree  of 
a  surrogate,  it  appears,  on  a  review  of 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case,  that  although  improi>er  evidence 
was  received  by  uim,  yet  tnere  was  suf- 
ficient testimony  ol  a  proper  character 
to  authorize  the  decree,  such  decree 
wiU  be  sustained  nolwiihstaiKling  the 
error.    {Mattel-  of  Pa  ige,  6*2  Ba%b.,  276. ) 

14  'Under  section  353  of  the  Code,  which 
leqnires  that  upon  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  a  justice  of  the 
l>eaco,  the  appellant  shall,  within 
twenty  days  after  jndgment,  serve  a 
notice' ot  appeal,  *' stating  tlue  grwtnds 
vjHtH  trhlch  the  aftpeal  i«/ouncfed"  the 
appellate  court  cannot  reverse  the 
jnngment,  upon  grounds  not  stitred  in 
the  notice  of  appeal,  (ilvervagt.  ITooc^ 
bed,  &2  Barb.,  o57.) 

15.  By  limiting  his  grounds  of  error  to 
certain  specified  points,  the  appellant 
imnliedly  admits   he   bus   no   other* 

16.  Thus  where  the  appellant,  in  bis  no* 
tice  (»f  appeal,  fails  to  enumerate, 
among  the  errore  complained  of,  the 
fact  that  the  justice  bad  not  jonedio-. 
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tion,  he  will  he  deemed  to  have  whi'v- 
ed   thut  object  ion,    Hud  be  exelnded 
from  insisting,  on  appeal,  tlmt  jiiriMliu 
tion  is  not  shown  to  nave  b<*eu  ucquir- 
by  the  jostice.    {Id.) 

17.  If  there  be  any  infbrraality  in  the  pro- 
ccse,  isMied  in  a  jostioe't  coart,  or  as  to 
the  constable  who  served  it,  it  lies 
with  the  PArty  appealing  to  make  it 
appear.  This  he  can  do  by  making  the 
oujection  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  in  the 
proper  form,  and  obtaining  a  rrtiini 
from  the  justice,  staling  the  defect. 
The  oiiHs  of  showiiitr  error  is  with  the 
appealing  party.    [Id.) 


APPRAISAL  OP  PROPERTY  TAK 
EN  FOR  RAILR#AD  PURPOSES. 

1.  The  testimony  annexed  to  the  report 
of  commiffioners  appointed  to  appraise 
propeity  taken  for  railroad  purposes, 
pnrsunnt  to  siatnte,  is  to  be  considered 
a  part  of  the  report,  for  the  purpose  of 
ft  review  of  the  commissioners*  pro- 
ceedings. {Matter  of  Rondout  and  Os- 
fcftfo  Railroad  ComjHuiies  agt.  Deyo,  5 
Lansiny^  'JIDS.) 

ARREST. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  and  affidavit 
contain  facli  fr«>m  wiiich  the  judge 
who  granted  the  order  of  arrest  (for 
libel)  became  judicially  satitifled  that 
8  cause  of  action  existed,  and  that  it 
was  not  one  of  a  trivial  character,  and 
it  cannot  be  said  from  the  proofs  pre- 
sented npon  the  motion  to  7>aeate  the 
order  of  arrest ;  that  lUe  discretion  of 
the  jndite  was  erroneously  exercised, 
the  motion  to  vacate  the  ari-esl  will  be 
denied.  {BlakeUe  agt.  BuckanaHf 
ante,  77.) 

3.  On  a  motion  to  discharge  a  defendant 
from  arrest^  the  order  of  arrest  or  a 
copy  thereof,  and  the  papers  npon 
wnich  it;  was  founded  must  be  pre.'*ent- 
ed  to  the  court,  an  affidavit  statinir  gen- 
erally their  conrents  is  not  oufficient. 
{Kern  agt.  MachoWf  atite^  443.) 

3.  A  defendant  cannot  move  for  an  order 
to  discharge  him  from  arrest,  before  he 
baa  been  actually,  arrested  by  the  otti- 
cer.    (Id.) 

4.  An  order  of  arrest  granted  by  a  jusr 
tice  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  due  form 
on  affidavits,  setting  forth  but  slight 
evidence  of  the  requisite  facts,  (Code, 
4  181),  and  which,  on  motion  to  set  the 
order  aside,  wonld  be  insnfflcient  to 
mpport  it,  is  nevertheless  within  the 
jiu-isdiotion  of  the  jinlge,  and  is  a  pro- 


tection to  the  party  obtaining  it,  as 
well  as  to  the  judge  who  grants,  ainl 
oriicer  making  Hrre^t  under  it  before  it 
is  set  aside.  Such  an  order  is  merely 
erroniMtiis.  {Rail  Agt.  Monger t  5 Lanf-^ 
ittg,  m.) 

5.  Where  an  order  of  arrest  is  bused  on 
affidavir,  in  which  the  srcitement  that 
the  defendant,  in  removing  his  proper-* 
ty,  intends  to  defraud  his  credltoiis,  i» 
ifiade  npon  the  deponent's  belief,  de- 
rived from  statements  made  by  a  cer- 
tain 8|>ecified  person,  and  others,  the 
atlidavii  is  legally  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  order,  in  the  first  instance.  {Kerr 
agt.  Movnt,  28  N.  F".,  657,  and  L^on. 
a^a.  YaUs^  52  Rat'h..  237,  explained  and 
distinguished.)    (Id.) 


ASSAUI.T  AND   BATTERY. 

1.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  for 
assault  and  batterv*.  the  jury,  upon  the 
whole  charge  of  tiK*  judge,  were  left  to 
connider  a  chaiye  of  false  swearing;, 
made  bv  the  deteiidant,  against  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  theat>tiaHh,  one 
of  the  circumKtinces  to  enhance  dani' 
a^^es;  it  was  held  tiiut  this  was  erro- 
neous, and  for  such  error  a  new  trial 
was  granted.  {Palver  agt.  Rarritj  61 
Rarb  ,  78.J 

2.  In  an  action,  by  a  female,  for  assanlt- 
and  battery,  where  it  is  alleged,  by 
way  of  aggravation,  that  the  defend- 
antj  being  the  family  physiciaji  of  the 
plauitiff,  taking  adv'anbige  of  his  p(»Bi- 
tion,  look  indecent  iiberties  wiih  her 
perrion,  and  attemp^d  to  have  sexual 
intercourse  with  her;  and  that  by 
m«*Hns  of  the  said  grievances  the  plain- 
tiff suffered  iu  body  and  miud,  ana  wa» 
prevented  from  attending  to  her  or- 
dinaty  atfairs ;  and  the  derails  of  th» 
act.  as  proved,  are  such  as  are  calcu- 
lated to  aggravate  the  case,  and  to  calf 
for  vindictive  dinnages;  the  pUiinnif*s 
sutfering.  in  mind  by  reason  of  tlie 
shock  to  her  moral  sensibilities,  is  sl 
fair  subject  of  •  consideration  by  ibe 
jnry.     {Ford  agt.  Jones^  62  Barb.,  484.) 

3.  But  the  plaintiff's  own  nets  which  are 
not  h  pan  of  the  re*  gestce — not  occur- 

k  ring  Hi  the  time — are  not  admissible 
I  — evidence  in  proof  of  the  mental  aof- 
feriiig.  She  cannot  prove  her  own 
acrs,  at  a  period  of  time  snbseqnent  to, 
and  somewhat  remote  from,  the  time 
of  the  allf-jred  injury,  for  the  pnr]>o0e 
of  establisiiing  sucn  mental  tuifering. 
{Id.) 

See  Oreen  agt.  Kennedif  (Mem.),  48  Nl 
r.,  653. 
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ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXATION. 

1.  Since  the  act  of  1851  (Laws  of  1851, 
chap.  176),  A^flessors  are  not  bound  hr 
the  aJfidavit  preeeuted  by  an  owner  olT 
property  uuied,  npoo  complaint  in  rela- 
tion to  the  assecement  thereof.  The  a^ 
fldavit  it  no  longer  conclusive,  bat  ii 
evidence  to  be  considered  by  them, 
^itb  other  meane  of  information  in 
their  power,  and  apon  the  whole  their 
own  jndgiQeut  is  to  be  formed  aa  to  the 
valne  of  the  property.  {T/te  People  ex 
reL  agt  Barker,  48  Jf.  T.,  iO.) 

S.  In  assessing  the  real  estate  of  a  rail- 
,road  corpoi-ation,  assessors  are  not  re- 
quired to  asseM  H  as  au  isolated  piece 
of  land,  Ibnt  each  piece  of  property  Is 
to  be  estimated  in  connection  with  its 
positioiv  its  incidents,  and  the  bn^ineos 
and  profits  to  be  derived  therefrom. 
{Id.) 

3.  The  real  estste  of  railroad  corpora^ 
tious,  occupied  and  n^ed  by  iheia  for 
rail  roan  purposes,  cannot  be  properly 


assessed 
ild.) 


as    ''  uou-resideiit     lauds. '* 


4.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statnes 
for  the  assessment  of  taixes  unou  incor- 
porated companies  (1  R.  8.,  414,  et.  eeq  ) 
famish  a  sufieieut  basis  tor  ihe  assess- 
ment and  raxntion  ot  the  lands  of  rail- 
road oorporutione,  in  those  towns  and 
c«iunties  remote  from  its  principal  place 
of  basmess.    {Id,) 

5.  The  assessors  in  those  towns  are  not 
reonired  to  make  the  entries  n|toii  their 
roll  reqaired  for  the  pnrpose  of  fixing  a 
basis  or  a  tax  nnon  the  capital  of  the 
corporation.  (»ab.  1  and  2,  $  6,  1 
R.  S.,  415.)  Those  directions  are 
appropriate  to  the  assessors  ''of  the 
town  or  ward  where  the  principal 
place  of  bnsiness  is  located,  npon  whom 
tlie  duty  of  iUMtessiiig  tlie  capital  is  de- 
volved. Where  the  dnry  in  not  de- 
volved the  directions  are  nut  applica- 
ble. 

nddy  also,  that  within  the  provinionf*  of 
the  laws  for  the  assement  and  collec- 
tion of  taxes,  niilroHd  corponirions  are 
residents  of  the  towns  through  which 
the  railroad  passes.    (Id.) 

6.  A  railroad  corporation  which  passes 
through  and  occupies  land  in  several 
counties  fur  the  carn-ii>g  on  of  Its  cor- 
porate biwiness,  is,  for  the  purposes  of 
taxation  to  be  regarded  as  a  resident  of 
each  town  and  county  through  which 
it  passes.  Its  real  estate  is,  therefore, 
properly  assessed  in  personam  as  the 
lauo  of  a  resident,  and  not  as  nou- resi- 


dent land.    (Tht  P.  S  8.  L.  R.  B,  Co, 
agL  Supervuort.  48  Jf.  Y,y  93.) 

7.  In  eases  where  assessors  have  jurisdic- 
tion they  are  to  decide  all  qnesiions  of 
law  as  well  as  of  fact.  It  is  for  them  to 
determine,  where  there  are  faete  call- 
ing for  the  exercise  of  their  judgment, 
whether  land  is  to  be  assessed  as  resi- 
dent or  non-resident  land.  Whatever 
may  be  their  .decision,  they  have  the 
immunity  of  jadicUl  officers.  Both 
the^  and  all  persons  who  act  upon 
their  assessment  in  eaforcing  the  ux 
are  protected,  and  the  tax  aner  it  has 
reacned  the  treasury  of  the  county  can- 
not be  oollecied'baik.  The  decision  of 
the  assessors  cannot  be  attacked  ool- 
laterally.    (Id.) 

8.  A  flagrant  disrcj^rd  of  the  facts  or  as- 
sessii^g  in  opposiiiou  to  the  clear  and 
undisputed  facts,  where  the  application 
of  the  stature  could  not  be  aoubtf^l, 
might  preeeui  a  case  where  the  assess- 
ors woald  be  wiihont  jurisdiction. 
(Id.) 

9.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  affidavits 
of  the  assessors  attached  to  the  roll 
should  comply  literally  with  the  stai* 
lite.  A  substantial  compliance  is  suf- 
ficient.   (Id.) 

10.  By  the  statutes  of  this  state,  assessors 
are  made  the  judges  of  the  valne  of 
property  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 
They  are  not  l>ound  by  proof  produced 
before  them,  but  are  reqaired  to  exer- 
cise their  own  judgment  notwithstand- 
ing such  proof,  and  the  case  must  be 
an  extraordinary  one  which  will  au- 
thorize the  Supreme  Coort  te  review 
their  judgment  upon  csritorari.  (Peo- 
ple ex  rscT  agt.  Tnuieet  of  Oademburghf 

48  jv.  jr.,  39a; 

11.  If,  however,  the  assessors  place  upon 
the  roll  property  not  liable  to  taxation, 
and  they  refuse  upon  the  application 
of  the  person  aggrieved  to  strike  it  off, 
their  action  can  be  reviewed  upon  cer- 
tiorari.    (Id.) 

12.  Where,  at  the  time  of  making  ont  of 
an  assesHmeut  roil,  the  agent  of  a  uon- 
reKidcnt  lias  mouevs  belontfing  to  his 
principal  on  deposft  in  bank,  it  is  liable 
to  be  H.<8es.4e<l  and  taxed,  although, 
prior  to  the  time  appointed  for  correc- 
tion of  the  roll,  ii  bus  been  withdrawn 
and  used.    (Id.) 

13.  Money  dne  upon  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  is  (tersunal  property,  and 
where  such  a  contract  belonging  to  a 
uou-resident  is  in  tne  hands  of  au 
agent  who  is  a  resident  of  an  incorpo- 
rated village,  it  may,  for  the  purposet 
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of  manicipal  taxation,  be  anoaaed  to 
the  agent  and  taxed.    (Id.) 

14.  The  provisions  of  the  act  *'  to  subject 
certHin  debts  dae  to  non-residents  to 
taxation "  (chap.  ^1  of  the  Laws  of 
t85n,  providing  that  debts  dne  from 
iubabiiauts  of  this  state  to  uon- resi- 
dents for  the  purchase  of  real  estate 
ibail  be  assessed  in  the  name  of  the 
ore<iitor,  and  taxed  in  Uie  town  or 
county  the  debtor  resides,  is  applicable 
only  to  taxation  in  towns ;  and  as  to 
taxiition  in  villages,  the  general  law 
autlioriziDtf  asseeinnenc  to  agents  (1  R. 
8..  chap.  13,  title  1,  $  S,  as  amended  in 
1851)  i*emains  in  force.    (Id.) 

15.  Bj  the  charter  of  the  village  of  O?- 
densburgh  (as  amended,  diap.  62. 
Laws  of  1865),  in  u)«king  out  the  ai«- 
sessmeut  roU'the  trustees  are  required 
to  follow  the  town  assessmeut  roll, 
adding  thereto*property  which  has  be^n 
ouiitied,  dec.  Tlie'towu  asBettsurs 
bad  asaesed  one  P.  for  $50,000  |of  per- 
soual|pro(>«rty.  He  appeared  beiui'e 
them,  and  objected  to  the  assessment 
n|K>u  the  sole  ground  that  he  was  a 
non-resident,  and  they  struck  it  off. 
No  assessment  appeared  upon  that  roll 
Mgainst  his  agents  who  had  the  proper- 
ty under  control. 

Beldf  that  within  the  meaning  of  the 
charter  the  personal  property  was 
omitted,  and  was  properly  added  to  the 
village  assessment  roll  and  assessed  to 
the  agents.    (Id.) 

16.  Where  lands  are  taken  under  a  statute 
authority  in  derogation  of  common  law 
right,  every  requisite  of  the  statute 
haying  a  semblance  of  beuetit  to  the 
owner  must  be  complied  with,  {yew- 
eU  agt.  WhuUr,  48  N,  T.,  486.) 

17.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  '*  Act  to 
consolidate  the  cities  of  Brooklyn, 
Williamsburgh,'^  &c.,  passed  in  ld54 
(chap.  384,  Laws  of  1854),  an  assess- 
ment for  tlaggiug  sidewalk  must  be 
made  asrainst  tlie  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises benetited,  nnless  the  land  be  occu- 

1>ied  by  another,  in  which  case  it  may 
»e  assessed  to  the  occupant.  If  assess- 
ed tti  uue  who  is  neither  owner  nor  oc- 
cupant, the  assessment  is  illegal,  and  a 
sale  of  the  premises  under  it  void. 
(Id) 

18.  The  provision  of  section  10.  title  5  of 
said  net,  which  provides  that  before  is- 
suing a  warrant  the  as9«'t»:iient  shall 
Ims  examined  and  certitied  %**  correct  by 
the  street  commissioner  and  attorney 
and  counsel  of  the  city,  whinh  certid- 
<M|e  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
tol  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  is 


only  iutended  to  cover  the  formal  pro- 
cee<liiigs.  These  officers  are  not  requir- 
ed to  go  back  of  the  papers  and  records 
to  ascertain  if  the  perMms  naaed  are 
in  fact  the  owneis  or  occupants,  and 
their  certificate  is  not  conclusive  apom 
this  point.     {Id ) 

19.  An  action  to  cancel  and  annnl  a  eer- 
^ideate  of  sale  upon  a  void  assessment 
is  maintainable,  when  the  detect  does 
not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings,   {id.) 

20.  Assessors  are  quati  jndicial  officers ; 
their  assessments  are  in  the  nature  of 
j advents.  They,  are  not  subject  to  an 
action  to  review',  moditv  or  reverse 
their  judgments,  nor  to  hold  them  to 
personal  liability,  when  acting  within 
their  jurisdiction.  Their  judgments 
can  be  reversed  by  action  for  frand, 
mistake  or  other  cause,  giviug  jurisdic- 
tion to  courts  of  equity,  but  it  if  the 
parties  affected  by  the  judgment  who 
roust  be  brought  into  court  to  litigate, 
not  the  judges.  (  W,  U.  M.  Co.,  agt. 
^^o[aH,  48  X  r.,  513.) 

21.  The  authority  given  to  a  tax  collector 
by  his  warrant  is  special  and  excep 
tional,  and  mnnt  he  pursued  acoording 
to  itD  terms.     {JTirsi  KaL  Bank  of  Ha- 
Urn  agt  Fanelutr,  48  N.  F.,  524.) 

22.  Where,  npon  an  asAes^ment  roll, 
there  ap)>ears  an  assessment  against  a 
fit4>ckholder  in  a  bank  for  the  auiouui 
of  his  stock,  under  the  usual  warrant 
attached,  directing  the  collector  to  col- 
lect irom  the  persons  named,  and  to 
levy  ilie  same  of  their  goods  and  chat- 
tels, the  collector  is  not  authorised  to 
levy  upon  and  collect  the  same  ot  the 

Croperty  of  the  bank,  altbongfa  the 
auk  holds  funds  with  which  tue  tux 
should  have  been  paid.  A  contract  be- 
tween the  bank  and  its  stockholders 
cannot  thus  be  enforced.    {Id.) 

23.  An  assessment  npon  the  shares  of  a 
national  bank,  under  the  act  of  18G5 
(sec.  10,  chap.  97,  Lawn  of  1865).  is  in- 
valid and  cannot  be  enforced.    {Id.) 

See  Leasb.    (48  N.  T.) 

24.  The  decision,  in  due  form,  of  the 
common  council  of  Kochester,  in  ap- 
poitiouin^  the  expense  of  erecting 
oridges  in  that  city,  by  assessment 
npon  the  tax- pay  era  benefited  (Laws, 
1861,  chap.  143,  $  191,  dtc.),  is  not 
questionable  by  the  courts,  nuiess  per- 
sons who  could  not  be  benefited  are 
asKCssed.  {People  ex  rel.  Bntts  agt. 
Com.  Council  oj  Ciijf  of  Bochetter,  5 
Lansing,  142.) 

25.  The  assessment  may  be  made  befora 
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the  title  is  acquired  to  the  land  neceB- 
•ary  for  the  bridge,  and  nouviihstaud- 
eeetioii  189  of  the  charter  (Id.)  prohib- 
its the  couuDon  coaucil  from  taking. 
4^0.,  antil  damages  for  the  taking  are 
paid.    {Id,)   , 

*2S  An  assessment  founded  on  proceed 
mgs  ooDiinoed  at  an  adjoamed  meet 
ing  of  the  common  council,  the  ad- 
jvummeiit  having  been  made  by  a  miu 
ority  of  the  board  beyond  a  single  day, 
bni  to  a  day  appointed  for  a  regular 
meeting,  is  not  for  that  reason  Toid. 
{Id,) 

S7.  Where  notice  directed  attendance  at 
a  day  and  place  from  seven  to  nine 
o'clock,  i*.M.,  for  lh«  hvariiig  of  appeals, 
and  all  who  appeared  were  hfcara,  and 
it  did  not  appear<liat  any  one  who  de- 
sired a  heaniig  wao  prevented  by  rea- 
son of  the  short  time  allowed,  the  pro- 
ceedings are  not  void.    {Id.) 

28.  Upon  certiorari  against  the  city  to  re- 
view the  proceedings  taken  in'HBsess- 
in^  for  expense  of  a  bridge,  the  court 
will  not,  as  a  gronnd  for  annulling  the 
aiMesiiuieuf,  coiuiider  ihe  validity  of  a 
conu-aci  made  for  building  the  bridge. 
{Id.)    ' 

29.  Where  the  proper  assessment  hj*8 
been  directed,  a  clerical  error,  by 
which  the  amount  is  increased  bevond 
tiie  esti mated  expense,  doed  uol  vitiate 
the  assesment.    {Id.) 

30.  Section  608  of  the  charter,  which  pro 
vides  that  all  aseesenients  theretofore 
or  thereafter  made  for  iroprovetnents  in 
that  joity  shall  be  valid  and  effectual, 
notwithstanding  irregularity,  omission 
or  error  in  the  proceedings,  is  a  com- 
plete answer  to  objections  such  as  are 
above  specified.    (Id.) 

See  Evidence,  (5  Laming.) 

Municipal  Corporation,  {Id.) 

ASSESSMENTS  FOK  STREETS,  &o. 

1.  Where  the  report  of  commissioners 
of  estimate  and  assessment  was  er)*o- 
neous  in  not  allowing  to  property 
owners  the  value  of  streets  whicn 
had  been  closed  and  discontinued,  and 
it  wae  referred  back  to  them  to  correct 
their  report,  l»y  an  order  in  which  the 
value  was  esfimured  by  the  court,  and 
the  comminsioners  were  ordered  to 
revise  and  correct  their  report  by  hI- 
lowinir  certain  amounts  mentioned  in 
the  order ; 

ffeld,  that  such  order  was  ermneons. 
( Matter  of  the  Comm  itsumers  of  Central 
Parky  61  Barh.^  40.) 


2.  An  order  to  refer  a  report  back  for 
revision  and  corr^tion  is  proper;  and 
such  order  may  be  repeated,  so  long 
as  the  commissioners  continue  to  err 
in  the  niles  by  which  they  are  govern- 
ed; but  no  authority  is' given  to  the 
court  to  nnike  soch  estimate  of  dam- 
ages.   {Id.) 

3.  When  commissioners  make  a  report, 
which  the  court  holds  to  be  erroneous, 
and  refers  it  back  to  them,  the  commis- 
sioners should  correct  their  report  ou 
the  principles  laid  down  by  the  court ; 
but  the  fixing  of  the  valuation  of  the 
land  is  within  the  peculiar  province  of 

^  the  commijisiouers.    {Id.) 

4.  The  commtssioners  should  be  govern- 
ed by- the  Inw  as  laid  down  by  the 
conn ;  and  it  is  not  i>ecoming  in  them 
to  SHv,  in  their  second  repart,  that, 
they  (>«>lieve  they  had  adopted  the  pro- 
per rule  in  the  firnt  instance ;  that  the 
act  of  making  such  report  is  not  the 
result  of  their  delibemtion,  or  judg- 
ment, but  that  they  make  the  same  iu 
obedience  to  the  f»rder  of  the  ctmrt. 
Such  report  should  uol  be  received 
fi-om  them.    {Id.) 

5.  An  act  authorizing  an  assessment  for 
a  street  improvement  is  in  derogation 
of  individual  rights,  and  must  be  strict- 
ly construed,  and  rigorously  observed. 
If  there  is  a  failure  to  comply  with 
nnv  material  requirement  of  the  act,  a 
safe  of  property  for  the  payment  of 
the  assessment,  or  a  lease  uased  upon 
such  sale,  will  be  invalid  to  confer 
either  title  or  right  to  possession. 
{Hopkins  agt.  Mason,  61  Barh.y  469. 

6.  The  proceedings  of  the  commissioners, 
in  milking  an  assessment,  until  proper- 
ly adjudicated,  are  open  to  investiga- 
tion in  an  action  in  which  the  title  is 
involved.  In  such  cases,  jurisdiction 
is  acquired  step  by  step,  and  ceases 

,  with  any  failure  to  comply  with  the 
statute.    (Id.) 

i,  A  party  setting  up  a  title  to  land  nnder 
a  sale  for  uou-payiuent  of  an  assess- 
ment lor  street  improvements,  must 
show  the  authority  to  sell;  and  that 
includes  the  taking  of  those  material 
steps  that  must  precede  a  valid  sale. 
{Id.) 

8.  Wliere,  by  a  statute,  the  tmstees  of 
a  village  were  authorized  to  appoint 
three  freeholders  as  comuiiiauoiiei's  to 
make  assessments  for  certain  street 
improvements,  neither  of  whom  should 
be  owners  of,  or  interested  in,  property 
within  ih^  asseMineut  distrtot;  au'd 
the  trustees  apiminted,  as  one  oi  the 
comuiistfioners,  a  person  who  falui  an 
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actoal,  pecnniarj  interest  in  certatn 
clmrch  pixjpeny  itituateU  iu  ibe  Msaean- 
ment  district : 

Eeldf  that  sach  commissioner  was  dia- 
qualitied  to  act,  and  the  reqaii'ement 
of  the  Btatate  was  not  falflUed.    {Id ) 

9.  The  ftatate  also  required  the  eom- 
missioners  to  publish  a  notice  addressed 
to  the  owners  of  land  within  the  rs- 
sessmetit  district,  designating  a  time 
and  place  for  receivinjir  proof  of  cartain 
facts.  But  the  notice  publitfbed  was 
not  addressed  to  anybody. 

Eeldt  this  was  a  failure  to  comply  with 
a  jurisdictional  requirement.    (Id.) 

10.  The  same  statute  also  required  the 
commissioners  to  publish  a  notice  de- 
signating a  time  and  place-  when  and 
wnere  the  parties  interested  eonld  be 
heacd,  and  the  report  seen  and  iuspezi- 
ed ;  and  to  return,  with  their  report, 
any  written  objections  left  with  inem. 
By  the  notice  which  was  given,  an 
opportunity  was  atfurded,  not  lor  a 
hearing,  but  to  present  written  objec- 
tions; and  there  was  a  failure  to 
specify  the  time  and  place  where  such 
report  could  be  seen  aud  inspected. 

Beldf  that  the  notice  was  defective. 
That  the  parties  interested  were  en- 
titled to  be  heard,  without  preoeutiug 
written  objection.    {Id.) 

ASSESSORS  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

I.  Where  assessors  assessed  the  real 
estate  of  a  corporation  at  $12 5,000,  and 
on  application  refused  tc  correct  the 
assessment,  although  the  highest  valua- 
tion fixed  for  such  real  estate,  by  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  before  them 
was  but  $45,000: 

Beldi  that  they  should  have  corrected  the 
AHseMment,  by  striking  out  the  sum  of 
$125,000  as  the  valuatsou  of  the 
real  estate,  and  inserting  the  sum  of 
$15,000  in  its  place.  {T/u  People  ex  rel, 
The  American  Ltnen  Thread  Co.  agi. 
Howland,  61  Sarb.,  27^) 

S.  Held,  aUOf  that  after  havin^i  deducted 
from  the  amount  of  capital  paid  in,  or 
secured,  such  sum  ot  $45,000,  for  the 
value  of  the  real  estate,  it  was  proper 
for  the  assessors  to  assess  the  remain- 
ing capital  as  personal  estate,  at  its 
actual  value,  as  shown  by  the  evidence 
before  them.    {Id.) 

3w  Assessors  act  in  a  judicial  capacity,  in 
hearing  uarties  aggrieved,  ana  must  be 
governea  by  the  evidence  presented  to 
them  on  an  appiicaiiou  to  correct  the 
assessment.    {Id.) 


4.  Where,  upon  an  applica*ion  to  correct 
an  assesMmeut,  there  is  no  evidence 
before  the  asMssors,  on  the  subject  of 
value  of  the  real  estate  assessed,  except 
the  affidavits  produced  by  the  owner, 
tlier,  if  uncontradicted,  most  be  eonaid- 
ered  controlling  aud  couclusive.     {Id,} 


5.  The  question  as  to  the  place  of  resi- 
dence of  a  person  owning  real  estate 
snbpect  to  taxation,  is  one  for  adjudi- 
cation by  the  assessors,  and  the  daty 
of  deciding  it  is  a  judicial  duty ;  anil 
even  if  they  err  in  the  performance  of 
it,  ever  so  clearly  and  palpably,  they 
are  not  liable  to  an  action  for  the  re- 
dress of  the  injnrv  thereby  occasioned. 
{Dorn,  agt.  Backer^  61  Barb.,  597.) 

6.  ThnSj  where  the  largest  portion  of  the 
plainiift's  farm  lay  in  the  town  of 
which  the  defendants  were 


and  the  principal  dwellinghoniie,  and 
other  buildings,  were  on  that  portion : 

neldy  that  the  assessor  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  matier,  and  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  farm  should  be  as- 
sensed  in  tlteir  town,  was  one  which 
they  were  called  upon  to  consider  and 
determine,  iu  the  performance  of  their 
official  duty.  And  that  a'n  action 
would  not  lie,  agaiiiat  them,  to  recover 
back  taxes  asaessed  by  them  upon  the 
furm,  although  it  appeared  that  at  tlie 
times  when  the  aHsestsments  were 
made,  the  plaintiff  did.  iu  fact,  reside, 
with  a  part  of  his  family,  in  a  tempo- 
rary building  erected  upon  a  portion 
of  the  farm  lying  iu  an  adjoining 
town.    {Id.) 

7.  That  th'e  duty,  and  the  right,  to  in- 
quire  and  decide  where  the  property 
was  liable  to  be  assessed,  were  neces- 
sarily coupled  together,  and  constituted 
jurisdiciiou  in  the  matter;    and  this 

'  gave  to  their  decision,  if  wrong,  the 
chai-acter  of  an  error  of  judj^ment  in 
a  judicial  proceeding,  for  which  they 
were  not  liable  iu  an  action.    {Id.) 

See  Appeal,    (61  Barb.,) 

CONSTITDTIONAL  LaW.      {Id.) 

Deed.    {Id.) 
Legislature.    {Id.) 
Statutes.    {Id ) 
Debtor  and  Creditor.    {ld.\ 
Municipal  Ck>RPORATioN,  (5  Loam- 
inff.) 

ASSIGNMENTS. 

1.  In  an  assignment  of  au  executory  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land,  there  is  no 
implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  as^ 
sifpior  of  title  to  the  land  in  the  ven- 
dor; all  that  that  can  l>e  implied  is  a 
warranty  that  the  assignor  owned  the 
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ooiUmct.  and  h»H  the  rij^ht  to  ap^ign  it, 
a  d  tlMt  the  »i^mtnre«  thereto  Hre  gen- 
ninf).  ( Tfiouuu  uirt.  Bat  tow.  48  N.  T.f 
193.) 

2.  Where  the  vendor's  relation  to  the  title 
is  snch  that  it  is  possible  and  feasible 
for  him  to  perfurm  the  coniract,  and 
the  aMitmee  is  placed  in  huch  a  reia- 
lion  thereto  that  he  can  compel  pei^ 
formaiioe,  die  latter  cannot  repudiate 
a  contract  made  by  him  in  conMdera- 
tion  of  the  assignments,  on  the  ground 
of  failure  of  consideration.    (Id,) 

3.  The  drawing  of  a  draft  or  check  npon 
a  bnnkcr  homing  fands  of  the  drawer 
does  not  operate  as  an  asHignmeiit  of 
such  funds.  12'aler  ligL  Guttld,  AS  N, 
F.,  682 ) 

£fee  Banks  aicd  Bxvkwq.    (48  If.  F.) 
Cox  VER  j*row.    ( Id. ) 
Partnekship.    {Id.) 
^ATUTK  OF  Frauds.    {Id,) 

ASSIGNMENTS  FOR  BENEFIT  OP 
CREDITOKS. 

1.  An  insolvent  partnership  made  an  as- 
signment of  its  property  and  effef^ta  tor 
the  benefit  of  creditors ;  one  of  the 
creditors  brought  ao  action  in  bis  own 
behalf,  and  that  of  oihnrs  who  should 
eone  in  and  ckim  the  benefit  thereof, 
against  the  ansignees  for  an  accoon^ 
ing  and  distribution  of  the  trust  fond, 
in  which  action  an  order  was  entered 
appointing  a  referee  U>  take  and  state 
the  aceoant  of  the  assignees,  and  to  re- 
port the  amount  due  snch  creditors  as 
9bonld  come  in  utnier  the  order,  and 
seek  the  benefit  of  the  action,  and  di- 
recting the  publication  of  notices  to  the 
creditore  to  come  in  and  exhibit  their 
demands,  which  order  was  complied 
with,  and  upon  the  coming  in  and  con- 
firmation of  the  report  of  the  referee  an 
order  was  maae  for  the  disiribniion  of 
the  fund,  which  was  faliy  executed  by 
the  assignees. 

Jffeldf  that,  in  the  absence  of  frand,  all 
the  creditors  of  the  a8i«ignor  were 
bound  by  the  decree,  whether  they 
came  in  and  proved  their  claims  or  not 
and  that  a  creditor  who  failed  to  do 
this  was  barred,  although  he  had  no 
notice  of  the  action,  and  knew  nothing 
of  it  until  after  the  distribution  of  the 
trust  fund  ;  also  held,  that  it  was  not 
the  dutv  of  the  assignees,  having 
knowledge  of  the  claim  ot  a.  creditor 
who  did  not  appear,  to  produce  and 
pnrre  such  claim  before  the  referee. 
(Ktn  agt.  Blodgeti,  48  N.  F.,  62.) 

2.  Ad  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cretlitora 
can  maintain  an  action,  in  hi&  individ- 


ual character,  to  recover  a  claim  due 
the  assignor;  he  is  not  required  to  sue 
as  trustee.  {Hoagland  agt.  Tnukf 
4SN,  F.,  686.) 

See  Smith  agt.  Fox  (Mem.),  48  JV.   F., 

674. 
See  Debtob  akd  Creditor.  (61  Barb.) 

ASSESSMENT  ROLL. 

See  R.  R.  Municipal  Bonds.  (5  Lanf- 
vug,) 

ASSIGNEE  OF  MORTGAGE. 

Su  Trusts  and  Trusters.     (5  Laru- 
ing.) 

ASSIGNOR  OF  JUDGMENT. 

See  Judgment  Debtor,  &a    (5  Lata- 
ing.) 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  A  jnstice  of  the  peace  has  i»o  jurisdio- 
tion  to  is^ne  an  atttichment  under  the 
Revised  Stiuues  (2  K.  S.,  230,  $  26; 
upon  affidAvits  and  papers,  unless  Mt 
shall  siitisfactorily  appear  to  the  justice 
that  such  debtor  has  departed  or  is 
about  to  depart  from  the  couiUv  where 
he  hut  resided^  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  credin>r8,  or  to  avoid  the  service 
of  any  civil  process,  or  that  such  debtor 
keeps  himself  concealed  with  the 
like  intent :"  (^an*won.  agt.  MartlMll, 
ante,  193  ) 

2.  Or  if  the  application  is  intended  to  be 
made  under  $  34  of  the  iion-impri»<n^ 
meat  act  of  1831, '  *  it  mnst  satisfactorily 
appear  liefore  the  justice  that  the 
defendant  is  about  to  remove  from  the 
county  any  of  his  property  with  intent 
to  defraud  his  -creditors,  or  has  as- 
signed, disnosed  of.  accreted,  or  Is  about 
to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  any  ot 
his  property  with  the  like  intent, 
whether  such  defendant  l>e  a  resident 
of  ilie  state  or  noL"*    [Id.) 

3.  In  this  case,  the  application  for  the 
attachment  was  made  ufton  thegronndi 
that  "  the  said  George  Woodruff  has 
departed,  and  is  about  to  remove  his 
property  fn»m  the  said  county  of 
Cayuga  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors." 

ffeld,  that  the  portion  of  the  application 
Slating  that  the  defendant  in  the  attach- 
ment had  departed,  &c.,  would  bring 
the  case  under  $  26  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes; while  the  latter  clause  presents  a 
case  under  ^34  of  the  uou-imprisoD- 
I      nient  act.    (id.) 
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A  A«  the  application  for  the  attach meiit 
wui  partiallv  made  under  $  26.  it 
Khuiiln  have  been  made  to  appear  by 
the  atliduvils  that  the  defeiidaut  hud 
departed  *'fiom  the  conniy  wliero  he 
last  i-CMided."  So  also,  as  it  »o»urht  lo 
make  out  a  case  within  the  provision 
of  $  34  of  the  non-impristmnieut  act, 
the  papers  should  have  mIiowu  either 
tliat  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the 
state,  or  a  uou-resideut.     [Id.) 

5.  These  facts  were  essential  to  pive  the 
justice  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attach- 
meuc,  and  without  oiw  or  the  other  of 
them,  no  case  was  made  out  within 
either  section  of  the  several  statutes 
quoted.    {Id.) 

6.  To  bind  the  property  of  which  manual 
delivery  cannot  i>«  made,  by  the  execu* 
tion  and  service  of  an  attachment,  the 
notice  accompanvintf  the  attachment  of 
H  levy  upoH  all  the  property  o(  the 
defendant,  must  specify  the  parfica/ar 
property  sonj^ht  to  be  reached,  of  which 
manual  delivery  cannot  be  made.  A 
genenil  notice  with  the  levy  of  the 
attachment  is  insufficient  for  tnat  pur- 
pose. ( O'Brien  agt.  Mtch.  S  Ti'odert 
/lU.  (7o.,an^,  213.) 

7.  A  sheiifT  having  returned  a  warrant 
of  attachment  as  ''  merged  in  execu- 
tion/' and  also  having  returned  the 
execution,  nulla  bona,  is  concluded  by 
such  returns,  and  huij  no  further  rijrhts 
or  powers  by  virtue  of  having  nad 
the  attachment.  His  powers  termin- 
ated with  the  return  ot  the  process. 
An  alias  execution  subsequently  issued, 
could  not  revive  them.  {Ctarke  agt. 
Goodridgty  ant^^en^,) 

■8.  The  sheriff  served  a  copy  of  an 
attaohmeut  on  the  Bank  of  tne  Repub- 
lic, with  a  notice  showing  that  he 
levied  on  "the  bank  account  of  the 
defendant.  Good  ridge,  and  any  debt 
due  or  owing  from  the  bank  to  him." 
At  the  time  of  this  levy  nothing  was 
owing  to  CkKHlrtdge  from  the  bank,  and 
nothing  remained  to  his  credit  in  the 
bank  account;  but  certain  stocks  of 
Oood ridge  ,were  in  pledge  to  the  bank 
for  loftus,  which  stocks  at  the  time 
were  worth  no  more  thau  the  bank  had 
loaned  upon  them.  Subsequently  an 
advance  in  stocks  enabled  the  banV  to 
sell  them,  so  as  to  realize  a  balance 
which  was  passed  to  the  credit  of 
Goodridge  in  the  bank  account.  After 
such  sale  no  further  levy  was  made  by- 
the  sheriff,  but  instead  thereof  he  bad 
returned  the  process.  Held,  that  the 
debt  had  not  been  attached,  as  it  was 
not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
levy ;  and  as  no  levy  was  made  after, 
U  WM  a  subsisting  debt.    [Id.) 


9.  The  notice  fiervi»d  by  the  sheriff.  wa« 
a  suificieut  compliance  With  $  235  of 
the  code.  Per  Daniels  and  Jamka, 
J  J.    [Id) 

10  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  wa«  not 
in  qnesiion  in  the  case.  Per  Grovkb 
audLoTT,  JJ.    [Id.) 

11.  The  notice  wa4  insufficient  Uukt, 
Ch.  J.     [Id.) 

12.  A  receiver  in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings in  Clarke's  action,  having  become 
ve'sted  with  all  the  personal  estate  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  including  debts 
owing  to  him  iCode,  $  398),  at  a  time 
when  no  process  was  iu  the  sheriff's 
hands,  it  was  held,  that  the  receiver 
was  entitled  to  the  property.    [Id  ) 

13.  The  provision  in  section  241  of  the 
Code,  as  amended  in  1857,  that  "in  all 
cases  the  defendant  may  move  to  dis- 
charge the  attachment,  as  in  the  case 
of  other  provisional  remedies,*'  includes 
all  cases ;  such  as  a  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  officer  who  issued  the  attach- 
ment; fraud  in  obtaining  it;  defective 
papers;  and  various  otners.  {B<neUs 
agt.  Hoar,  61  Barb,,  266.) 

14.  An  application  to  discharae  or  vacate 
an  attachment  may  now  be  made,  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  upon  the  real 
merits  of  the  motion,  or  forirregularity, 
or  for  want  of  jurisdiction  iu  the  officer 
who  granted  it,  or  for  any  other  caose. 
And  such  mo'.ion  may  l>e  made  after 
judgment  entered,  in  the  action;  even 
though  ihe  defendant  has  appeared 
and  given  the  undertaking  required  by 
sections  240,  24L    {Id.) 

» 

15.  In  cases  where  the  defendant  moves 
upon  his  own  affidavit,  or  affidavits 
made  on  bis  behalf,  the  plaintiff  may 
oppose  the  motion,  as  iu  other  cases,  * 
by  affidavits  which  either  explain  or 
contradict  those  offered  by  the  moving 
party.    [Id.) 

16.  Where  the  motion  is  made  on  the 
plaiutiff's  original  affidavits,  alone,  no 
further  affidavits  on  tlie  part  of  tlie 
plaintiff  are  admissable.    {lif.) 

17.  When  the  defendant  moves,  not  only 
upon  the  original  affidavits  uwd  iii 
obtainmg  the  attachment^  but  also  upon 
his  own  and  other  affidavits,  in  order 
to  show  the  improvidence  of  issuing  it, 
as  well  as  to  show  the  iniustice  of 
issuing  it,  on  account  of  the  unfair 
stiitements  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavits, 
and  asks  to  have  it  vacated  and  set 
aifiide ;  to  be  restored  to  his  rights  by 
reason  of  the  action  under  it ;  to  set 
aside  the  judgment:  and  to  be  per- 
mitted to  come  in  and  defend  the  action, 
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npon  the  merirs,  the  plaintiff  has  n 
right  to  read  affiduvitd  in  oppoeition  to 
each  point  hi  bis  proceedinj^  which  is 
assailed  by  the  defendant  in  his  mov- 
ing papern.  and  as  to  which  be  asks  for 
relief.    {Id,) 

18.  Alrhongh  an  attachment  is  an  ex- 
traordinary remedy,  not  known  to  the 
common  law,  and  therefore  one  which 
coorts  shoald  watch  with  scrnpnloos 
Jealousy,  yet  when  a  creditor  fairly 
brin^  hiniself,  by  his  application, 
within  the  spirit  and  Intent  of  the 
urutate  aiifhorizinu:  the  lemedy,  he  Is  to 
be  protected  in  the  enioymeut  of  its 
advantages.    {Id.) 

S<e  Foreign  Attachment.  (61  Barh.,) 

19.  In  cases  of  non-residents,  an  attach- 
ment issued  a^iinsi  property,  together 
with  the  inventory  mast  be*  served  by 
leaving  copies  with  the  perron  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  (atone  agt.  Mil- 
ler, 62  Barb.,  430.) 

20.  And  it  mast  appear  from  the  officer's 
retom,  that  the  attachment  was  served 
in  that  manner;  otherwise  the  service 
will  be  defective,  and  the  jnstice  wUl 
lose  his  JarisdictioD,  by  reason  of  each 
omission.    {Id.) 

21.  The  levying  of  an  attachment  Issned 
against  property  is  a  proceeding  in 
reikj  and  it  is  complete  when  the  levy, 
wad  a  proper  retora,  are  made.    {Id,) 

22.  The  snbseqnent  proceedings  to  ob- 
tain jndgment  depend,  for  their  valid- 
ity, on  tnat  of  the  proceedings  ander 
tlie  attachment;  and  a  creditor  who, 
•nbseqnent  to  the  attachment,  acquires 
a  lien  upon,  or  intere8t  in,  the  property 
has  a  right  to  insist  that  the  prior  at- 
taching creditor  shall  show  a  valid 
right  to  appropriate  the  property.  {Id.) 

23.  This  the  prior  creditor  can  only  do  by 
showing  his  proceedings  to  be  in  con- 
formity to  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.  If  he  fails  to  do  this,  he  can- 
not hold  the  property  against  a  subse- 
quent attaching  creditor.     {Id. J 

Hee  C0N8TABLR.     {62  Barb.) 
Undkrtakino.    {Id.) 
SURROOATB.    (5  Laiiting  ) 


ATTORNEY. 

1.  A  party  has  no  right,  witnont  showing 
any  cause  except  bis  own  will,  to  sub- 
stiiate  one  attorney  for  another,  with- 
out the  payment  oi  the  cosU  earned. 
And  this  rule  applies  to  a  board  of 
tupervUort.  {Board  of  Sttpei-vitorSf 
agt.  Brodhead,  ante,  411.) 


2.  Where  a  board  of  supervisors,  by  their 
vote,  di(>charge  a  firm  of  attorneys 
who  have  been  acting  in  their  employ 
(so  far  as  their  vote  can  discharge  them) 
merely  because  the  supervisors  choose 
so  to  do,  with  a  view  to  substitute 
another  attomev  for  the  board,  the^ 
must  pay  the  firm  of  attorneys  their 
reasonable  claims,  which  may  be  ascer- 
tained  by  a  reference.  And  the  attor- 
neys are  not  bound  to  consent  to  a  sub- 
stitution or  to  deliver  ^e  |Mip<n  upon 
which  they  have  a  lien,  until  the 
amount  of  their  just  demands  is  ascer- 
tained by  the  court  or  a  referee,  and 
paid  them.    {Id.) 

3.  The  proceedings  in  an  action  must  be 
taken  and  conducted  in  the  name  of  the 
attorney  of  record.  Before  another 
attorney  can  act  or  be  heard  in  the 
canse  be  must  be  regularly  substitnted 
of  record  so  as  to  show  his  authority. 
(Board  of  Supervisore  agt.  Brodktad, 
anU,  426.) 

4.  A  party  has  no  riuht  to  interfere  with 
the  due  and  ordenv  conduct  of  a  suit 
by  his  attorney.    {Id.) 

5.  Where  the  defendants  in  this  ease  pro- 
cured a  settlement^  with  the  design  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff's  attorney  of  his 
costs,  heldy  that  thev  conld  not  be  per- 
mitted to  have  the  benefit  of  a  discon- 
tinuance or  of  a  supplemental  answer 
showing  settlement  without  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  action  up  to  the  pre- 
sent time.  {Dietz  agt.  McCaUum,  ante, 
493.) 

6.  An  action  for  assault  and  battery  be- 
ing at  issue  and  noticed  for  trial,  the 
parties  settled  the  matter,  and  the 
plaiutilT  executed  to  the  defendant  a 
release  and  dischar^.  without  consul- 
tation with,  or  notice  to,  his  attorney, 
to  whom  he  had,  tit  terme^  given  a  lien 
on  the  cause  of  action  as  security  for 
his  costs,  advances  and  counsel  fee,  of 
which  claim  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
the  defendant  had  notice,  at  the  time 
of  the  settlement. 

Ileldf  that  the  attorney  was.not  at  liberty 
to  proceed  in  the  action,  to  obtain  his 
costs,  advances  and  counsel  fee,  after 
such  settlement  and  release  of  the  cause 
of  action  by  the  plaintiff.  {Pulver  agt. 
iTarrw,  62  .Bar6.,  500.) 

7.  Beld,  also,  that  the  release  and  stipu- 
lation executed  by  the  plaintiff^  bound 
him  to  all  its  terms  ^  and  that  if  he 
should  proceed  in  violation  of  it,  his 
proceedings  would  be  set  aside  as  ir- 
regular and  improper.    [Id.) 

8.  Held,  further,  that  the  action  being  for 
assault  and  battery,  the  right  of  action 
was  per;}onul  to  the  plaintiff',  and  eoald 
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not  be  Anigned.  Therefor^  the  amign- 
ment  of  the  eaose  of  nction  to  the  at- 
torney tnumferred  no  inUrmt  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  by  it 
he  acqnired  no  rights,  legal  or  eqiuta* 
ble,  against  the  defendant    {Id.) 

9.  That  the  case  fell  directly  within  the 
principles  laid  down  in  T/te  People  agt. 
Tioffa  Com.  Pie—  (19  YTeiuJ.,  73),  m 
Benedict  agr.  Heirlow  (5  Huw.^  347),  and 
in  Shankt^.  ShomaUr  (18  iV:  Y,,  48V). 
{Id.) 

10.  That  the  canse  of  action  being  per- 
sonal to  the  plaintiff,  the  auihonty  to 
settle  the  snit  before  trial,  and  conse- 

3aently  before  the  rijfht  to  costs  was 
etertnined,  rested  with  him,  wiihoat 
any  right  in  his  attomev  to  prevent 
him  from  so  doing,  or  to  <iictate  terms. 
{Id.) 

11.  That  after  the  plamflff  had  released 
and  discharged  the  canse  of  action,  his 
right  of  recovery  was  gone ;  he  had  no 
longer  a  right  to  damages;  and  if  not 
entitled  to  damagesi  he  haid  no  claim 
for  costs.  That  the  right  to  costs  being 
dependent  on  the  recovery  of  damages, 

i  if  the  plain tffTconld  not  have  damans, 
neither  could  he.or  any  one  claiming 
through  or  under  him,  have  costs.  (/uL) 

II.  That  the  attorney  had  no  right  to 
prosecute  the  action'against  the  wishes 
and  withouttheauthority  of  his  client, 
on  the  ground  of  hia  being  an  assigniee 
or  **  equitable  owner"  of  the  cause  of 
action.    {Id.) 

Set  Evii>ENCE.    (5  Lanting.) 
Title  to  Chattel.    {Id.) 

ATTOENEYGKNERAL. 

See  Practice.    (5  Lanting.) 

a  The  sutute  (1  R.  a,  532,  $  23)  which 
fixes  the  amount  of  an  auctioneer's 
compensation  for  his  services^  in  the 
absence  of  agreement  in  writing,  at 
two  and  a-half  per  cent  on  the  amount 
of  sales,  refers  only  to  his  services  as 
an  auctioneer.  {Buseell  agt  Miher,  5 
Lanting^  537.) 

4.  Eeld^  therefore,  that  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  disbursements  and  expenses  in 

(  excess  of  the  per  eentage  allowed  by 
statute.    {Id.) 

5l  And  it  seems  he  is  entitled  to  addi* 
tional  compensation  for  reasonable  and 
extraordinanr  services,  rendered  his 
employers,  beyond  the  mere  selling 
propel  ty  ar  publie  tale  to  the  highest 
Didder.    {Id.) 


AUCTIONEER. 

1.  Where  an  auctioneer  states,  at  the 
time  of  sale,  **liere  are  25  barrels  of 
blue  vitriol,  sound  and  iu  good  order," 
it  is  a  warranty  to  the  purchaser  that 
the  article  is  sound  and  in  good  order, 
and  that  it  is  Hm  vitrioL  { aawkim^gt, 
PemberloH,  ante,  102.) 

2.  And  it  is  error  for  the  court  below  on 
the  trial  to  withhold  this  evidence  of 
warranty  from  the  jury,  when  prop- 
erlv  requested  to  snumit  it  to  tnem. 
{Id,) 

3.  The  statute  fixing  the  amount  of  an 
auctioneer's  compensation  for  his  ser- 
vices, in  the  absence  of  an  agreement 
in  writing,  at  two  and  a  half  per  cent 
on  the  amount  of  tlie  sales,  rerers  only 
to  his  services  as  an  auctioneer. 
{Sumll  agt  JfuMr,  61J?aii6.,  534.) 

4.  An  auctioneer,  undertaking  to  eell 
goods,  is  bound  to  take  suvn  proper 
and  n«*cessary  steps  to  insure  a  success- 
ful sale,  as  are  customary  and  neoet- 
sary ;  and  if,  in  performing  those  inci- 
dental duties,  any  expenses  are  in- 
curred, such  ex(>eufles  will  be  properiy 
chargeable  a^iuft  the  owner  ot  the 
property.    {Id.) 

5.  In  the  absence  of  a  written  agreement, 
their  compensation  Ibr  their  services 
as  auctioneers  cannot  exceed  two  and 
a  half  per  cent:  bnt  what  other 
charges,  for  disbursements  and  ex- 
penses, they  may  be  entitled  to  must 
depeud  iipon  what  they  did  b<  yond  the 
spnere  of  their  doty  as  mere  auction- 
eers, and  upon  what,  as  factors,  it  was 
right,  reaitonable  an  4  customary  that 
they  should  and  did  do,  in  respect  to 
the  properly  sold.    {Id.) 

6.  The  services  which  an  aaetioneer,  as 
such  J  performs,  are  selling  property  at 
public  sale,  to  the  highest  bidder.  All 
else  is  beyond  his  mere  calliag  as  «ac- 
tioneer;  and  it  is  only  for  services  as 
**  an  auctioneer  "  that  the  oompenaatioD, 
fixed  by  statute,  is  given.    {Id.) 


AUCTION  SALE. 

L  An  agreement,  having  the  effect  to  pre- 
vent competition  at  an  auction  sale  of 
property,  is  void  in  law,  as  against 
public  policy.  ( Wheeler  agt  Wheeler^ 
5  Lannng^  355.) 

2.  No  subsequent  acts  of  the  parties  under 
such  a  contract  will  have  the  effect  of 
ratifying  or  confirming  it,  or  estop  the 
parties  from  asserting  iti  InraliditT. 
\ld.) 
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3.  Accordingly,  wb«re  plaintiff  aud  de- 
fendaut  agreod  in  wiiiiiig  that  on  a  par- 
tition sale  of  certain  real  estate,  of 
tiiree  seveniha  of  which  the  defendant 
was  the  owner  as  trustee  for  infants, 
the  defendant  <TOuld  not  bid,  and  that 
if  tlie  plaintiff  should  become  the  pnr- 
ehaser,  plaintiff  should  pay  four  leT- 
euths  and  defendant  three  sevenths  of 
the  pnrohase-money,  and  that  the  pro- 
perty should  be  divided  between  tnem 
by  a  line  agreed  npon  : 

HddL,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought 
to  recover  from  defendant  the  piece  to 
which  he  became  entitled  under  such 
agreement,  be  bemg  in  possession 
thereof,  the  plaintiff  having  purchased 
at  the  sole,  and  taken  a  conveyance, 
that  such  agreement  being  void  as 
against  public  policy^  plaintiff  was  not 
estopped  from  claiming  that  the  con- 
tract was  illegal,  although  lie  bad  re- 
ceived from  the  defendant  his  share  of 
the  purchase  price,  or  a  portion  there- 
of,  and  had  made  no  offer  to  refund  it, 
aud  that,  being  the  legal  owner  of  the 
premises,  he  could  recover  the  portion 
claimed  by  him.    {Id,) 

Set  Chatfkl  MoRTaAOB.    (48  A*;  T.) 

AUTHORITY. 

JSee  Justice  of  thk  Peacu.    (5  Lans- 
ing.) 


B. 

BAIL. 

1.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  pos- 
session of  personal  property,  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested  under  the  pro- 
TisioDS  of  subdivision  3  of  section  179 
of  the  Code,  and,  upon  giving  the  un. 
dertaking  required  by  section  187,  in 
such  cases,  was  released  from  arrest  by 
the  sheriff,  who  thereupon  returned  th'e 
order  of  arrest  to  plaintiff's  attorney. 
Plaintiff  excepted  to  the  bail :  they 
failed  to  justify,  but  prior  to  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  justification, 
surrendered  the  defendant  to  the  sheriff, 
in  whose  custody  he  remained.  Plain- 
tiff subsequently  recovered  judgment 
lor  the  dehverv  of  the  property,  or  pay- 
ment of  its  value,  with  coats. 

MeltU  that  the  surrender  by  bail  was  un- 
authorized, and  did  not  exonerate  ihem, 
and  that,  under  section  ^I  of  the  Code, 
the  sheriff  was  liable  as  bail ;  which 
liabilitv  was  not  satisfied  by  having  the 
defenuHnt  within  his  cnstody,  amena- 
ble to  procesfi,  but  that,  as  far  as  the 
plaintiff  was  concerned,  he  stood  in  the 


f  lace  of  the  bail  in  the  undertaking 
given  to  him,  and  the  extent  of  his  lia- 
bility was  measured  liy  theirs.  {Mc- 
KeHgUtigL8miih,iSIf,  r.,U3.) 

2.  Defendant  was  the  nominal  owner  of 
a  steam-tug.  A.,  the  real  owner  man- 
aged her  as  master,  exercised  entire 
control  over  her»  auu  received  all  her 
eariiiiigs.  She  was  libeled  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States,  nnd 
seized  at  Buffalo,  for  a  penalty  incur- 
red by  carrying  passfugei-s  without  a 
license.  A.  procured  pisiinritf  to  be- 
come bail  for  her  discharge.  A  de- 
cree was  rendered  for  the  penalty, 
and  plaintiff  became  bail  iipon  an 
appeu  bond,  oouditioned  that  de- 
fendant should  pay  ''all  such  costs 
and  expenses''  as  ehonld  be  awarded 
against  him.  The  det-ree  was  affirmed 
and  plaintiff  paid  the  amouni  of  the  ex- 
ecution thereon.  All  this  was  without 
communication  or  consultation  with  de- 
fendant, who  resided  in  the  city  of 
New  York.  Plaintiff  bi-ou>;ht  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  back  the  money  paid, 
basing  it  upon  the  appeal  bond. 

ITdd,  1st,  that  plaintiff  made  the  pay- 
ment, not  as  surety  upon  the  ap^teal 
bou<),  but  HS  defendant  in  the  deciee, 
which  WH«  in  peiMonam  against  him  as 
fe>urety  upun  the  first  bond ;  also;  that 
as  the  appeal  bond  was  u«>t  conditioned 
to  pay  damages  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery for  tiie  amount  of  the  decree; 
12d,  tliat  as  the  vessel  was  in  a  home 
port,  and  defendant  near  enough  to  be 
consulted,  there  being  no  pressing 
emergeticy,  the  master  conid  not  bind 
him.  {Oager  agi.  Babcock^  48  N,  JT, 
154.) 

BAILMENTS. 


1.  A  bailee  of  property,  to  which  there 
are  adverse  claimants,  has  the  right  to 
refuse  to  deliver  the  same  for  such  rea- 
sonable time  as  will  enable  him  in  good 
faith  to  investigate  the  facts  as  to  the 
.real  ownership  thereof.  But  after  such 
time  has  elapsed,  and  after  the  owner 
has  offered  to  give  a  bond  of  indemnity 
satisfactory  to  the  bailee,  a  refusal  to 
deliver  the  propertv  is  a  conversion. 
(Ball  agt.  Llnty,  4^  N,  r.,  6.) 

2.  If  such  bailee  desires  to  relieve  him- 
self from  the  embarrassment  of  con- 
flicting claims,  and  from  the  responsi* 
bility  of  deciding  between  them,  he 
can  do  so  by  commencing  a  suit  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  of  interpleader  against 
the  different  claimants,  aud  thus  have 
their  rij^hts  to  the  property  ja<Ucially 
determmed.    {Id.) 
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3.  Defendant  bad  in  his  po»9eMion  as 
bailee  certain  properw  beiouginff  to 
plaiutiflT,  wbioh  he  renised  to  deliver 
up  on  demand.  8abeeqnent  (o  inqb  re- 
faral  the  property  wa«  neized  and  sold 
by  yirtae  of  an  execotton  against  one 
G.,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  satis- 
faction thereof.  The  snerifT,  at  the 
same  time,  had  in  bis  handd  an  execn* 
lion  against  plaintiff,  bat  nothing  whs 
done  by  virtue  thereof  lu  an  action 
for  the  conversion : 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  snch  execntion 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  sherill  was  not 
proper  to  be  conifdered  in  mitigation 
of  damages.    {I<L) 

4.  The  proposition  that  a  bailee  cannot 
denv  the  title  of  his  bailor,  does  not 
apply  to  a  caM  where  the  bailee  has 
been  comnelled  by  action,  of 
which  the  uailur  had  notice,  to  pay 
for  the  property  to  one'  having  the 
trne  title.  (Cool  agU  Bolt,  48  iV.  T., 
275.) 

See  Frauds,  Statute  op.   (5  Lansing.) 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  That  where  a  partnership  in  in  bank- 
rnpicy,  and  the  separate  estate  of  one. 
partner  is  more  than  enongh  to  pay  his 
separate  debts,  at  the  amounts  proved 
as  they  stood  at  the  time  of  the  adjudi- 
cation, without  computint^  interest 
thereon  after  that  time,  the  surplus  of 
snch  estate,  over  sach  debts,  is  to  be 
added  to  the  partnership  estate,  and 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  joint 
deuts,  before  paying  such  interest  on 
the  separate  deots.  (In  the  matter  of 
Beinan,  ante,  216.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  $  33  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy ac^  as  amended  July  14,  1871, 
providing  fur  the  discharge  of  the 
bankrupt  from  all  debts  contracted 
prior  to  the  first  day  of  January,  18G9, 
construed.  (In  the  matter  of  Swift, 
ante,  247.) 

3.  A  tenant  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1868, 
surrendered  his  lease,  which  had 
another  year  to  run,  under  a  bargain 
that  the  landlord  should  rent  the  prem- 
ises for  the  remainder  of  the  term  fur 
what  he  might  be  able  to  get  for  them, 
and  apply  the  rent  to  the  credit  of  the 
tenant,  and  that  the  tenant  should  pay 
to  the  landlord  such  sum  as  the  rem  so 
received  by  him  subsequent  to  snch 
surrender  should  fall  short  of  the  rent 
reserved  in  the  lease  so  surrendered 
with  interest  on  qunrterly  deficits  from 
the  close  of  each  quarter  respectively. 
(Id,) 


4.  At  the  end  of  the  year  a  considerabla 
amount  having  so  become  doe,  the 
landlonl  recovei-ed  a  jndgaient  therefor. 
After  the  recovery  of  uiis  judgment, 
the  bankrupt  tiled  his  petition  iu  bjuik- 
ruptcy. 

ffeld,  that  the  claim  was  contracted  prior 
to  January  Itft,  1869,  to  wit:  on  the 
day  of  surrendering  tlie  lease  and 
entering  into  the  contract  to  pay  the 
deficiency  of  rent.    (Id.) 

5.  In  ordsr  to  charge  the  orediton  of  a 
bankrupt  with  tne  amount  of  a  debt 
eoUeete4  by  them  oat  of  his  property, 
in  Araud  of  tbe  bankrupt  act,  by  means 
of  a  judgment  confessed  by  him,  it  i» 
necessary  to  show  that  snch  creditor'e 
knowle<^  that  the  debtor  was  acting 
in  view  of  insolvency,  and  with  intent 
to  give  Tiiem  a  preference.  (JEToovcr 
agt.  GreenbauM,  62  Barb.,  18&) 

6.  Facts  obtained  by  the  attorneys  of  the 
creditors,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  snit 
agaiust  Uie  debtor,  are  not  sufficient  t<> 
charge  the  creditors  with  such  knowl- 
edge ;  where  it  does  not  appear  tliat 
the  creditors  knew  of  the  commence- 
ment of  such  suit,  and  there  was  na 
communication  of  the  facts  obtained  by 
the  attorneys  to  the  creditors.    (Id.) 

7.  The  mere  non-payment,  by  the  debtor^ 
of  the  claim  against  ..him,  and  the  «ol" 
lection  thereof  upon  a  judgment,  is  not 
snfiirient  to  charge  the  ci editors  with 
the  knowledge  required  by  the  bank- 
rupt act.    (la.) 

BANKS  AND  BANKINC 

1.  The  cashier  of  a  bank  is  bound  to  ex- 
ercise reasonable  skill  and  ordinary 
care  and  dili^^ence  in  the  performance 
ol  hi«  duties.  If  he  fails  in  such  skill 
or  omits  snch  care  and  diliireiice,  and 
tiie  bunk  suffers  damage  in  coiiMeqiieiice, 
he  is  liable.  ICommera'al  Bank  agt. 
Ten  Eyck,  48  N.  Y.,  305.) 

2.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion, 
he  is  not  liable  to  the  banl^  for  an  act 
done  under  the  direction  of  its  prei^i- 
dent,  the  raanaf^ng  officer,  under  cir- 
cumstances which  do  not  disclose  any 
absence  ot  due  care  and  diligence  upon 
his  part.    (Id.) 

3.  The  provisions  of  section  8  of  the  -act^ 
in  relation  to  moneyed  corj^orations  (1 
K.  S.,  691),  which  provide  that  no 
conveyance.  &c.,  of  the  real  estate  and 
effects'  of  snch  corporation,  exceeding 
$1,000  in  vulne.  shall  be  made,  unac- 
thorized  by  a  previous  resolution  of  the 
board  of  di  rectors,  do  not  apply  to  a 
sale,  by  the  financial  officers  of  a  bank 
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of  mortgages  or  other  Becnrities 
pledged  u>  secure  a  loan,  made  to 
reHljze  the  luouey  secured  by  the 
pledge.    {Jd.) 

4.  Where  ihe  transaction  is  in  reality 
a  louu  upon  sutticieut  security,  if  loss  is 
sustained,  a  cashier  is  not  liable  for 
permittinv  it  to  be  done  in  the  form  of 
an  overdraft.    {Id.) 

5.  A  cashier  forwarded  certain  secorities, 
belonging  to  his  bank,  to  responsible 
trokers  lor  sale,  drawing  against  them 
for  a  portion  of  th«ir  value,  which 
draft  was  accepted. -and  paid.  He  neg- 
ligently omitted  to  iuqnire  after  the 
securities  or  to  collect  the  balance 
realized  on  sale  thereof.  The  brokers 
with  knowledge  that  the  bank  had  an 
interest   therein,   wrongfully    applied 

1  sncb  balance  upon  a  chiim  aganist  a 
third  person.  In  an  action  agHinst  the 
cashier  (the  brokers  renfaiuiug  respon- 
sible) t 

Meld  that,  as  the  brokers  were  liable  to 
the  bank  lor  the  balance,  it  HHsiained 
no  damage  Irom  ihe  cashier's  negli- 
gence, and  he,  therefore,  was  not  lia- 
ble.   [Id.) 

6.  A  certificate  of  deposit  issued  by  a 
bank  is  not  a  contract  but  an  evidence 
6f  debi ;  ii  10  in  ihe  nature  of  a  receipt, 
and  parol  evidence  is  admistable  to  ex- 
pUiu  it,  iLe  same  as  in  case  of  a  re- 
ceipk  {Uotc/ikiss  agt.  Mother.  iS  iV.  T., 
478.) 

7.  Plaintiffs  paid  to  the  defendants,  who 
were  bankers,  the  amonnt  of  ceilain 
notes  held  bv  il»em,  which  were  guar- 
anteed by  hiro,  fur  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing op  the  same ;  the  notes,  being  made 
paiyable  at  defendants'  bank,  were  left 
wuh  ttiem  for  collection.  As  a  vouch- 
er of  the  tntnsaciion,  defendants  de> 
livered  10  plaintiff  a  certificate  of  de- 

1>osii  for  the  amount  pnid  for  liie  notes, 
lu  an  action  of  trover  for  the  conver- 
sion of  the  notes: 

Seldj  thht  the  referee  was  justified  in 
finding  that  the  certificate  was  a  vouch- 
er that  plaintiff  had  paid  the  money  fur 
the  notes,  thus  giving  it  the  character 
and  effect  ascribed  to  it  by  defendants. 
He  was  also  justified  in  refusing  to 
find  that  the  money  paid  was  a  deposit. 
{Id.) 

8.  The  naming  of  a  bank  in  a  promissory 
note  as  tlje  place  of  payment,  does  not 
make  the  banking  astiociaiiou  an  agent 
for  the  collection  of  the  note  or  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  money.  No  power,  au- 
thority, or  duty  is' thereby  conferred 
upon  it  in  reference  to  the  note.  (BUls 
ugL  Place,  48  N.r.,5'^0.) 

Vol-  XLIV.  U 


9.  Where,  npon  an  assessment  roll,  riiere 
appears  an  assessment  against  a  stock* 
hf»Ider  in  a  bank  for  the  auionut  of  hii 
stock,  under  the  usual  warrant  attach- 
ed, directing  the  collector  to  collect 
from  the  persons  named,  and  to  levy 
the  same  of  their  goods  and  chattels, 
the  collector  is  not  anthorized  to  levy 
upon  and  collect  the  same  of  the  pro- 

Eerty  of  the  bank,  although  the  bank 
olds  funds  with  which  the  tax  should 
have  been  paid.  A  contract  beiweei* 
the  bank  and  its  stockholders  cannot 
be  enforced.  {First  Nat.  Bank  of  So- 
km  agt.  Funchti;  48  N.  Y.,  524.) 

10.  The  legal  title  to  the  stock  of  a  bank 
passes  by  an  assignment  and  deliverr 
of  the  certificate  therefor,  althongn 
there  be  no  tnin>«rer  upon  the  books  of 
the  bank.  {Uitch  agt.  WeUt,  48  N.  Y, 
586.) 

11.  The  drawing  of  a  draft  or  check  upon 
a  banker  holdnig  funds  of  the  drawer 
does  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of 
snch  funds.  {TyUr  sgt  Qoidd,  48  N. 
y.,  68a.)- 

See  C0X810NOR  And  Consignee.     (48 

A.  Y.) 
Executors  and  Administrators. 

{Id.) 
Payment.    {Id.) 

BEQUEST. 
See  Devise.    (5  Laming.) 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  &  PliOMIS- 
SOliY  NOTES. 

1.  An  action  was  brought  in  this  case 
by  the  assignee  upon  a  paper. «  f  which 
a  copy  is  as  follows:  "Rochester, 
February  28,  I8<il,  Please  pay  to  Jacob 
Hinds  or  order,  $100,  from  the  proceeds 
of  Leonard  &  Ives'  bon<i,  anu  charge 
the  same  to  the  account  of,  yours,  6lv.^ 
A  DIN  J.  Hinds.  To  Cuas.  H.  Stew- 
art, Esq..  Counsellor,  &c..  New 
York."  **  Accepted,  payable  as  soon 
as  this  amount  is  collected,  accruing  ta 
dmwer.  L'has  H.  Stewart."  In- 
dorsed upon  its  face,  **  Jacob  Hinds. "^ 

Held,  that  this  paper  was  not  a  draft,  nor 
was  it  negotiable.  No  title  to  it,  or  an  j 
indebtedness  for  which  it  may  have 
been  given,  passed  to  the  assignee  by 
tlie  mere  indorsement  of  it.  By  its- 
express  terms  it  was  made  payable 
from  an  anticipated,  specific  fund,  not 
then  in  existence,  and  its  future  exist- 
ence contingent.  [Ktniny  agt.  Hindt^ 
ante,  7. ) 

2.  As  the  indorsement  to  the  plaintiff  wa» 
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•11  which  he  showed  as  proof  of  his 
ownertihip  of  ir,  and  of  any  claim 
againdt  tiie  defendant,  he  failed  to 
make  out  a  case.    {Id.) 

3.  The  defendant,  a  farmer,  at  the  reqnest 
of  one  M.,  accepted  the  agency  for  the 
sale  of  a  patent  bay-fork.  M.  prodnced 
and  signed  a  paper  in  duplicate  pur- 
porting to  state  defendant's  agency, 
and  also  a  pauer  printed  there w it b, 
and  attached  tner(;t'»,  pnrporting  to  l>e 
an  order  for  forks.  Defendant,  relying 
on  M.*s  statement,  signed  the  part  and 
connierparl.  M.  left  with  detendaut 
the  coauterpart  with  both  their  signa- 
tures.   {Chapman  agt  Rotet  <^<<»  ^  ) 

4.  The  plaintiff,  a  broker,  became  holder 
of  a  part  of  one  of  the  instruments 
which  M.  took  away,  and  which  turned 
out  to  be,  not  an  onler  for  forks,  but  a 
vromiuorf/  note  for  $'270,  purporting  to 
nave  defendant's  signature.  The  note 
was  payable  to  M.  or  bearer,  indorsed 
hr  hira,  and  before  maiuniy  sold  to 
plaintiff  f«>r  $15  less  than  its  face.  De- 
fendant conceded  that  the  signature 
looked  like  his,  but  denied  that  Tie  ever 
made  the  note,  and  the  plaintiff  bi-ougbt 
a  suit  upon  it. 

Beldf  a  very  clear  case  of  fraud nlent 
practice  is  made  out  on  the  facts 
against  M  ,  whereby  the  defendant's 
signature  was  obtained  to  a  pa|>er  of 
a  character  which  he  did  not  intend  to 
sign.  Where  the  party  sought  to  be 
charged  by  his  signature  shows  that 
be  never  intended  to  put  his  name  to 
any  such  instrument,  that  he  was 
deceived  as  to  its  actual  contents,  and 
that  he  is  not  chargeable  with  laches, 
negligence  or  misplaced  confidence, 
which  is  negligence;  he  will  not  be 
held  liable,  even  to  a  bona  /de  holder, 
before  maturity.  There  is  no  oontsict 
where  there  is  no  assent.  Judgment 
for  defendant.    (Id.) 

5.  The  naming  of  a  bank  in  a  promissory 
note  as  the  place  of  payment,  does  not 
make  the  bank  association  an  agent  for 
the  collection  of  the  note  or  the  receipt 
of  the  moiiey«  No  power,  authority  or 
duty  is  thereby  conferred  upon  it  in  re- 
ference to  the  note,  {HUU  agt.  Place, 
48  N.  r.,  520.) 

6.  No  presentment  at  the  pUce  named  is 
necessary  to  give  a  rigut  of  recovery 
a^nst  the  maker.  It  only  relieves 
him  fioin  damages  if  he  was  ready  at 
the  time  and  plac€  named  to  pay  it,  and 
there  was  no  one  to  receive  it.  8uch 
readiness  is  equivalent  to  a  tender,  and 
an  answer  pleading  that  factj  and  pay? 
ment  of  the  money  then  due  into  court, 
will  be  a  bar  to*  the  recovery  of  inter* 


ent  and  costs,  bat  not  to  the  cause  [of 
action.    (Id.) 

7.  Where,  therefore,  the  maker  has  pnt 
fnnds  in  the  bunk  sufficient  to  pay  the 
note  when  due.  and  has  given  instruc- 
tions to  pay  upon  presentation,  but, 
the  note  not*  having  oeen  presented  at 
matniity,  has  thereafter  withdrawn  the 
funds  and  has  not  brousrht  the  money 
into  court,  the  owner  of  the  note  is  en- 
titled .  to  jnd^ent  thereon  for  both 
pnncipal  and  interest.    (Id.) 

8.  Where,  in  a  copartnership  agreement 
between  A.  ana  B.,  no  nrm  name  is 
expressly  adopted,  but  A.  is  to  gnre 
his  personal  attention  to.  and  have  en- 
tire control  and  iuaua|fement  of  the 
businesss,  with  authority  to  arrange 
and  negotiate  the  acceptance  of  drafts, 
B.  to  incur  no  risks  and  to  assoroe  no 
responsibility,  it  is  a  fair  inference  that 
the  copartnership  business  is  to  be 
done  in  the  name  of  A.,  and  B.  is  liable 
upon  a  draft  drawn  bv  A.  in  his  indi- 
vidual name,  procured  to  be  discount- 
ed by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm, 
and  avails  applied  to  its  use,  although 
at  the  time  tne  draft  was  discounted  B. 
was  not  known  to  the  payee  as  a  part- 
ner. (Gkat  C,  diBseiiting.)  {On- 
tat-io  Bank  agt  ffemuuew.  48  If,  T.y 
543.) 

9.  The  drawing  of  a  draft  or  check  upon 
a  banker  holding  funds  of  the  drawer 
does  not  opei-att*  as  an  ai«ignmeni  of 
snch  funds.      TyUr  agt.  Gould,  48  iV. 

r.eas.)      ' 

See  Banks  and  Bankino.    (48  N.  T.) 
Causb  of  Action.    (Id,) 
Consignor  and  Consionkb.  (Id,^ 
Former  Adjudication.    (Id.) 
Partnership.    (Id.) 
DovgUuM  agt.  Dudley^  (Mem.),  48  iT. 
r.,  688. 

10.  When  a  draft  is  an  accommodation 
one — that  is,  lent  without  consideration 
— it  has  no  validitv  till  it  reaches  the 
hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value : 
and  if  the  first  transfer  of  it  be  taintc] 
with  usury,  the  pat>er  will  be  void  in 
the  hands  of  any  snbseqnent  holder. 
{Howe  agt  Potter,  61  Barb.,  356.> 

11.  But  these  mles  have  no  application 
to  a  case  where  there  was  a  considera- 
tion for  the  draft  sued  on,  when  it  was 
first  issued,  and  the  transaction  was 
not  one  which  made  the  transfer  to 
the  plaintiff  a  usurious  one.    {Id.) 

12.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  draft,  the 
defendant  claim  that  there  was  a  mis- 
representation as  to  the  value  of  the 
property  forming  the  consideration, 
and    that    therefore    they  offered    to 
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KtQrn  it,  and  demanded  back  the  draft, 
that  does  not  make  out  a  case  of  a  draft 
given  without  any  consideration,  as  a 
mere  accommodation.  On  th^  con- 
trary, it  shows  there  was  some  consid- 
eration ;  and  when  that  is  so,  a  bona 
Jidte  purchaser,  no  matter  what  sum  he 
gives  for  it,  may  recover.    (Id,) 

13.  The  acceptance,  whether  general,  or 
for  honor,  or  supra  protest,  after  sight, 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  admits  the 
gen^iineness  of  the  signature  of  the 
drawer,  and  consequently,  in  favor  of 
a  hoHafide  holder  for  value  without 
notice,  if  the  signature  of  the  drawer 
turns  out  to  be  a  forgery,  the  accept- 
ance will  nevertheless  be  binding,  and 
<euiitle  such  holder  to  recover  thereon 
according  to  its  tenor.  {The  Salt 
Sprinat  Bank  agt.  Tkft  Sitraam  8av- 
ittfft  ItiHUtUioiif  &i  Jiarb.f  lOl.j 

14.  If  Uie  drawee  of  a  forged  bill  has 
paid  it,  be  cannot  recover  baek  the 
money,  although  the  forgery  is  oou- 
closively  established.  Haring  by  that 
act  admiued  its  genuineness,  he  will 
not  be  permitted  to  dispute  it,  after- 
wards, although  he  can  have  no  re- 
coorse  against  the  drawer,  for  reim- 
burseoieut.    (Id.) 

15.  Thus,  where  a  forged  check  npon  the 
plaintiff's  bank  was  received  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  course  of  ittj  business,  in 
good  faith,  it  having  paid  the  full 
amount  named  therein,  without  notice 
of  the  forgery,  and  the  plaintiff,  on 
presentment  of  such  check,  by  the  de- 
fendant, received  and  paid  it : 

MM,  that  these  facts  brought  the  case 
witbin  the  above  rules;  and  that  the 
pUiutifT  could  not  recover  back  from 
the  defendant  the  sum  paid  upon  the 
check.    (Id,) 

t6.  Sfeldt  •^^f  that  the  fact  that  the 
forged  check  had  npon  its  face  the 
forged  signature  of  the  plaintiff's  teller, 
which  was  overlooked,  at  the  time  of 
presentment,  together  with  the  facts 
that  the  pretended  drawer  was  not  even 
a  customer  of  the  bank,  and  had  no 
account  there  oat  of  which  the  check 
could  be  paid,  demonstrated  what 
would  otherwise  bave  been  matter  of 
inferenc<9  merely,  viz.,  that  the  plain- 
tiff's agents  were  gnilty  of  ?ery  great 
neglect.    (Id.) 

BILL  OP  LADING. 

Se$  Coif8TO!roR  and  Consionbb.     (48 
N.  V.) 
CaHBIBR.    (5  Lanting.) 


BONA  FIDE  HOLDER. 

See  BtLiA  OF  £xchang^.    (61  Barb.) 
Coui»ORATioN.     (5  Laming.) 

BONDS. 

See  Snippifco.    (48  N.  T.) 

W.  ds  O.  CuL  IhHUhU  agt.  Black- 
mar  {Mem.).    (48  A',  r.,663.) 
SchoH  Hirt.  Schvartt  (Mem.).    (48  N, 

Obligation,    (fil  Barb.) 

1.  Tatting  a  bond  of  iodemnity,  bv  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  agaiust  th'e  expenses 
of  supporting  a  poor  person  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  statute  which  prohibits 
a  sheriff  or  any  other  oflicer  from  tak- 
ing any  bond  or  o'.her  seoAity,  by  color 
of  his  office,  in  any  other  ease  or  man- 
ner than  such  as  are  provided  fry  lav. 
r-ii?.^.  286.  $60.)  (5Vr««ragt.J5ra<i. 
de»,  62  Barb.,m.)  * 

2.  Such  a  bond,  nnless  it  be  taken  by  the 
obligees  wrongfully,  under  the, pre- 
tended authority  of  their  office,  and 
grounded  upon  corruption  to  which  the 
office  is  a  mere  shadow  of  color,  is 
valid.    {Id.)  ' 

3.  An  action  npon  a  bond  given  to  over- 
seers of  the  |>oor,  to  defray  the  neces- 
sary expenses  of  supporting  a  poor 
person,  and  a  recovery  therein,  for  the 
expenses  of  supporting  the  person 
named,  up  to  a  certain  period,  is  no  bar 
to  a  second  action,  to  recover  for  sab- 
sequent  support*  where  it  appears  that 
in  the  first  action  damages  for  an  aitire 
breach  were  not  recovered.  Pa&kbb, 
J.,  dissented.    {Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  npon  a  bond  of  indemnity 
against  iuppart,  funeral  expenses  can- 
not be  recovered.    {Id.) 

See  Gift.    {GSlBarb.,) 

DAMAOE8.    (5  Lansing.) 
FOBGBRY.     {Id ) 

Public  Officeb.    {Id ) 
Ra^lboad  Municipal  Bokds.  (Id.) 
Title  TO  Chattels.    {Id.) 

BONDING  TOWNS. 

See  Towns.    <62  Barb.) 

Kailboad  Municipal  Bonds.    (5 
Lansing ) 

BOUNTIES. 

1,  The  town  of  W.  voted  a  bonnty  to 
each  individual  who  shonld  volanteer 
and  be,  credited  upon  its  onota  under  a 
call  of  the  president.  Prior  to  the 
town  meeting  when  the  bounty  was 
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yoted,  McM.  had  enlisted  and  been 
mustered  in  as  a  snbstitate  for  defend- 
ant, but  the  larter  had  paid  bim  aotb- 
ing.  K.  paid  McM.  the  arooaut  of  the 
town  and  eoant^  boon  ties,  and  took 
from  him  an  astfirnment  of  his  clnim 
therefor.  Defendant  assented  to  K.'s 
right  to  receive  them.  Subsequently 
defendant  demanded  and  received  of 
the  supervisor  of  W.  the  bonds  of  the 
town  u>r  the  amount  of  the  bonntj  to 
McM.  In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of 
K.  for  au  alleged  co'uvei-siou  of  the 
bonds. 

ffeldf  1st,  that  the  ratification  and  ac« 
ceptance  by  the  town  of  the  creoit 
given  it  by  McM.'s  enlistment  was  a 
sullicient  consideration  fur  its  promise 
to  pay  the  bounty,  and  he  and  his  as- 
signs l>ecame^ereby  legally  entitled 
to  the  bonds  issned  tnerefor.  2d.  De- 
fendant having  received  them  without 
claim  of  right  was  iinble  to  an  action 
for  their  conversion.  (Carver  agt. 
Cregtwr,  48  N,  JT.,  385.) 

2.  The  control  conferred  upon  'congress, 
by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
(art.  1,  $  8),  over  the  state  militia,  be- 
gins when  thev  are  mastered  into  the 
service  of  the  United  States  Arrange- 
ments by  the  states  to  procure  or  aid 
in  calling  them  forth  are  not  unauthor- 
ized, nor  are  regulations,  fixing  and 
limiting  the  amount  of  bounties,  or  re- 
wards given  to  procure  their  services ; 
therefore,  section  4,  of  chapter  2d,  of 
the  Laws  of  1865,  which  prohibits  the 
payment  of  any  sums  for  the  procure- 
ment of  voiouteers,  save  as  provided 
for  by  that  act,  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  constitution  of  the  United  Slates, 
and  an  agreement  to  pay  a  sum  pro- 
hibited by  that  section  is  void.  [Pow- 
m-t  agt.  S/atMAr/iy  48  iV.  T.,  540.) 


BOUNTY  MONEYa 
See  Action.    (5  Lansing.) 

BREACH  OP  CONDITION. 
See  Lease.    (5  Laming.) 

BREACH  OF  THE  PEACE. 
Su  Arrebt.    (5  Lansing.) 

BREACH  OP  WARRANTY. 

See  Covenant  of  Warranty.  (5  Lan- 
ting) 
Evidence.    (Id.) 


BRIBERY. 

See  Railroad  Mctnicipal  Bonds.     (5 

Lajuing.) 

BRIDGES. 

See  Action.    (62  Barb  ) 

1.  The  law  imposes  an  oblijration  upon 
two  towns,  separated  from  each  otlier 
by  a  creek,  to  build  a  bridge  across 
such  creek  at  their  joint  ex{>ense  only 
in  cases  where  the  bridge  connects 
two  highways  lying  in  the  towns 
respectively.  (Ifeckwith  agt,  TTAa/fn, 
5  Laming y  376.) 

2.  Accordingly,  where  it  appeared,  by 
the  opening  of  plaintiffs*  counsel  in  a 
suit  brought  by  the  hi^fhway  commis- 
sioner of  the  town  of  P.  for  ooutriba- 
tion  to  the  expense  of  building  a 
bridge  across  a  creek  separating  the 
two  towns,  which  bridge  had  been 
built  by  plaintiffs  after  dne  notice  u> 
defendant  to  unite  in  building  the  same 
and  refusal,  pursuant  to  chap.  235  of 
1847,  as  amended  by  diap.  383  of  1857, 
merely  that  a  highwav  in  P.  connected 

•  with  the  hifj^hway  in  li.  by  snch  bridge 
had  been  laid  out,  but  had,  in  part,  not 
been  worked  as  such  for  twelve  years, 
though  a  part  of  it,  not  designated,  had 
been  worked  within  six  years,  it  was 
heldU  that  tlie  highway  last  mentioned 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  aban- 
doned; and  that  as  no  liability  ap- 
peared from  these  facts  on  the  part  of 
the  town  of  P.  to  contribute  to  such 
bridge,  a  non-suit  was  properly  granted 
at  the  close  of  such  opening.    (Id.) 

3  The  Statute,  chap.  639  of  1857  does 
not,  it  seemey  repeal  ciiap.  225  of  1841 
as  amended  b^  chap.  383  of  1857,  and 
is  not  wholly  inconsistent  with  it.  It 
provides  simply  tur  another  and  differ- 
ent mode  of  procedure  in  the  erection 
of  a  bridge  between  two  towns,  but 
does  not,  m  terms  or  by  necessary  im- 
plication, make  it  the  exclasive  mode 
of  procedure.  (Per  Johnson,  J.> 
{Id.) 

See  AR.SESSMKNT.     {5 Lamina,) 
Canal  Contractor,    (id.) 

BROKER. 

See  DongloA  agt.  Dudley ^  (Mem.),  48  If, 

jr.f  Qo8. 

BROKER'S   COMMISSIONS. 

1.  In.  an  action  to  recover  Broiert  eow^ 
mission  on  a  sale  of  real  estate,  upon 
the  trial  before  the  court  and  a  jury, 
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evidence  wae  introdnoed  by  both 
parties,  and  at  the  close  of  such  evi- 
dence, defeudaiii'tt  ooiiucil  moved  to 
dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  a  broker  cannot  teke  a  commission 
from  both  parties,  the  moti<m  was 
denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 
{Bowe  agt.  SttvtHS,  ante,  10  ) 

a  The  ooort,  in  submiitinir  the  case  to 
the  jury,  charged  that,  mider  certain 
circumstances  stated,  a  bntker  could 
tiike  a  coromiss*un  from  both  parties, 
and  left  it  to  the  jnry  to  say  whether 
this  was  such  a  catie — tlie  defendant 
did  not  except  to  die  charge  of  the 
judge  nor  to  any  innnfficiency  of  evi- 
dence, ffeld^  that  the  defeuHant  was 
concluded  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
against  him.  Not  having  excepted  t4) 
the  judge *s  charge  nor  to  the  inMufli- 
eiency  of  evidence,  hfi  could  not  more 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  judge's  minutes. 
{Id) 

3.  Wliere  a  broker ^  employed  to  sell  real 
estate,  procures  a  party  willing  to  pur- 
chase on  the  owner's  terms,  and  the 
owner  refuses  to  convey  to  the  |>arty 
so  procured,  the  law  will  pittHvte  in 
the  absence  of  evideuce  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  person  so  procured  was  tolvtiit 
and  pecuniarily  able  to  perform  the 
ctnitruct  he  otl'ered  to  make.  Solvency, 
not  insolvency,  is  presumed  in  the 
al>sence  <>f  proof  on  the  subject,  {ffart 
agt.  Bnffman^  ante,  168.) 

BROOKLYN,  CITY  OP. 

Set  Statutes.    (48  N.  F.) 

BUFFALO,  CITY  OP. 
8e€  SupBRiOR  Court  of  Citt  of  Buf 

FALo.  (48  ^.  r.; 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

See  Municipal  Corporation.  (5  Lan- 
einff.) 

BURGLARY. 

See  Criminal  Law.    (5  Lannnff.) 


CANAL  BASIN. 

See  Prkbcription.    (3  Lansing.) 

CANAL  BOARD. 

See  Canal  Contractor.    {5Lannng.) 
Prkscriftion.    (Id.) 


CANAL  BRIDOEa 
See  Canal  Contaagtob.    (5  Laruitiff.) 

CANAL  COMMISSIONER. 
See  Prescription.    (5  Lanting ) 

CANAL  CONTRACT. 
See  Canal  Contractor.    (5  Lanting.) 

CANAL  CONTRACTOR. 

1.  The  liability  of  a  canal  contractor  for 
negligence  \\\  repainng  a  bridge,  heid^ 
not  to  be  afteeted  by  Uie  appointment 
of  tbe  canal  board  of  a  superintendent 
for  the  same  section,  who  gave  direc- 
tions for  reimirs  to  the  i»anie  bridge, 
which  were  followed  by  the  contractor. 
{Ftrnch  agt.  Donaldson^  5  Lansing, 
293.) 

2.  Nor  because  his  contract  was  to  be 
performed  as  required  by  the  canal 
commissioners.     {Id ) 

3  Bridges  erected  over  the  canals,  in 
continuation  of  ctreets  and  highways, 
held  to  be  within  the  provisions  of  the 
contract  for  repairs.     {Id.) 

4.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  1857  (ch. 
105.  ^  I,  &e.)  placed  canal  contractors 
in  the  position  formerly  occupied  by 
the  superintendents  of  repairs,  and  im- 
posed upon  tliem  the  same  liability. 
(Cowroy  agt.  &a/e,  5  Lanting ^  344.) 

5.  Repairs  of  canal  bridges  are  placed, 
by  the  act  of  1867  [cb.  577,  $  3,)  in  the 
same  category  with  other  repairs;  and 
the  liability  of  the  contractor  to  indi- 
viduals, for  neglect  to  keep  them  iu 
repair,  became  the  same  in  either  case. 
{Id.) 

CANAL  REPAIRS. 
See  Canal  Contractor.    (5  Lanting.) 

CANALS. 

See  Criminal  Law.    (61  Barb.) 

1.  The  towing-path  on  oor  canals,  be- 
ing a  public  highway  for  all  boat  men 
using  jhe  canals,  the  right  of  a  boatman 
to  travel  with  his  team  thereon,  is  at 

)  least  equal  to  that  of  a  traveler  upon  a 
public  highway.  And  in  cases  of  dam- 
ages sustained'  by  him  while  so  travel- 
ing, through  the  negligence  of  others, 
the  same  rule  is  applicable  which  gov- 
erns in  respect  to  acts  done  upon  a 
public  highwav,  which  render  travel- 
ing there   oiSsiSife. '  ConkliU  agt  TAs 
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PhomixMUU  ofSeMca  FalU,  62  Barb. 
299.; 

9.  And  in  reference  to  higliwava.  the 
general  doctrine  is,  (hat  any  act  of  an 
individual,  done  to  a  highway,  thonuh 
performed  on  his  own  soil,*  if  it  de- 
tracts from  the  safety  of  travelers,  is  a 
nuisance.    {Id.) 

3.  In  those  cases  where  the  acts  done 
are  not  deemed  in  law  to  be  iiuisaiueei, 
no  action  will  lie,  liv  the  party  injnred, 
unless  there  is  an  a\)ii»e  of  the  ri^ht, 
or  some  irregularity  iii  the  manner  of 
exercising  it.    {Id.) 

Set  Nboligencb.    (62  Barb.) 
FRESGKlPTlOIf.    (5  Lanting.) 

CANAL  SUPERINTENDENT. 
8  e  Canal  Contractor.    (5  Lansing. 

CASES  REVERSED.  OVERRULED. 
QUESTIONED,  CHlTlCiSED  OR 
EXPLAINED. 

I.  Ball  a<?t.  Lineif  (44  Barb..  .'iOo),  re- 
versed.   {BaUniet.Line^,4SN.  r.,6.) 

S.  Oreen  au't.  Putnam  (I  Barb.,  500).  difl- 
tinguiiihe<l.  tikoU  el  aL  agi.  Ouemsey 
etal^AZN.  Y.,  123.) 

3.  TTaWtfnagt  Darhon  (15  Wend..b7h)- 
explained.  (Jamta  agt.  Ourley,  4H  iT. 
F.,  166.) 

4.  Boftth  agt.  Bunce  124  If.  F.,  502).  dis, 
tinguidhed.  (Smith  agt.  Van  Oliuda, 
48  N.  F.,  171.) 

5.  Kellogg  agt.  Bichai-dt  (i4  Wend..  116). 
dieiingiiislied  and  explained.  (Ryan 
agt.  Ward,  et  al,  48  N.  F.,  207.) 

6.  Jackson,  agt.  Maisiiorf  (11  John  ,  91 ). 
explained.  (Jsioerett  agl.  Everett.  4o 
N.  F.,223.) 

7.  Ring  agt  WhUebj  (10  Pa^ge.  464),  ex- 
plained. (  TInitp  agi.  KwJ^uk  Coal  Co.. 
48  N.  F,  257  ) 

8.  Livingston 9k!^.  Livingston  (4  John.  Ch., 
2iM),  distinirnlnhed.  {Central  Bank, 
Troy,  agt.  Btijdom,  48  N.  Y.,  265.) 

9.  Potter  agt.  Cromwell  (40  N.  Y.,  287), 
explained  and  criticised.  (Voorhees  et 
al,  agt.  McQinnis  et  al,  48  N.  Y^  282). 

10.  Fti^-is  agt.  JTi/Tiwr  ^47  Barft.,  411). 
reversed.  (Ferris  agt.  Kilmer,  ^N. 
F.,  801.)  ' 

II.  J5fi»/)py  agt.  Kosher  (47  5ar6.,  501). 
reversed.  (Happy  agt.  Mosher.  48  iV. 
F.  313) 

12.  i>ofe  agt  -Bm«  C2  John.  Cases,  239) 


explained.   (i^tcAanfioH  agt.  Orandallr 
48 -y.  F.,359.) 

13.  Patrick  agt.  Metcalf  (37  iV:  F,  232). 
and  Butteaoorth  agt.  Otmld  (41  /cf., 
450),  diitiingnished.  (CVirver  agt- 
e)riytt«,48i^F.,  389.) 

14.  CAopnan  agt.  City  of  Brooklyn  (40 
iV.  y..  372),  exniaiued.  (iV«r«//aKt» 
irA<c&r,  48  N.  F.,  490.) 

15.  Mtii-raif  a»ft.  Burling  (10  John,,  172). 
d)i«tintriiiKh(id.  (Salt  Sprivfjpt  I\'at  Banlr 
agu  irAeefc/i,  48  iV.  F.,  4^7.) 

16.  ClhfofUticn  aL't.  Chvrchlll  (33  A. 
F.  lbl),ovfmiled.  (FirH  Nat  Bank 
of  Sandy  Hill  agt.  ^a«c/i^r,  48  iT.  F., 
524.) 

17.  JacantiS  agt  Marquand  (5  (7c»v.,  497), 
ami  Taflmftffge  sigi.  Penoycr  (35  /?tfr&., 
120),  diatingninlied  and  explained. 
(Ontarit)  Bank  agt.  Hennes*ei;,  48  iV^ 
n561.)  ^ 


18.  KeenhulU  agt.  .BerZw  (3  Denio,  346), 
qiieifitioned.  (Ba*seU  agu  Elmort,  48^ 
iV.  F.,^7.) 

19.  &vmo»tr  agt.  irtifon  (14  iV:  F..  567),. 
and  Cortland  agt.  Hetkimer  (44  id., 
22).  diHiiiiguihhed.  ( 11  aimA  agt.  .Ft<W- 
%,  ci  a/,  48  iV.  X,  681.) 

20.  The  case  of  iZWc?  agt  Randall.  (29 
iV.  F.  358.)  dijujnuuinhed.  {Wtlls 
.Hgt.  Selwood,  61  Bdr6.,  238.) 

21.  The  case  of  Bret  agt  Rncknam,  (32 
Barb.,  655  1  commented  on,  and  ques- 
tioned. (Uausenian  agt  Sterlina,  61 
^«i-i.,  347).  ^' 

SS.  The  case  of  Jlft/^»  agt.  T/ie  City  of 
Brooklyn,  (^  N.  F,  feo,;  c<.mmented 
on.  and  di^tin^rnTHhed.  (LewtHthal  ti\;ti. 
The  Mayor,  dbc.  of  New  York,  61  Ba^i>. 
511.) 

23  The  cai«es  of  Alien  agt,  Clarke,  i\\ 
How.  Pr.  209.)  and  /Vi«itagt  Mort-isttn 
(13  -<46'j.  80.)  approved,  and  Wilgus 
aift.  Bloodgood,  (:W  iTow.,  289,)  and 
Flanagan  agt.  Tt^Mtn,  (53  fiar^.,  587,) 
disapproved.  TAe  Marine  Bank  of 
Chicago  agt.  Van  Brunt,  61  .6ar6.. 
361.) 

24.  The  deoii<ion  in  Dawson  agt  ^orail 
(51  J^a^-A.  459),  api>mved  and  toHowed ;. 
and  the  ca»e  uf  The  PeopU  a^t  Toyn- 
bee.  {13  N.  F.,  378 »,  commt^nted  ou 
an«i  distiugnished.  (Knight  agt  Camo- 
6<jW,  62  ^arA,  16.)  "^ 

25.  The  case  of  Van  Slyke  agt  Sh^e% 
(9  2?ar6.,  278)  dit*tingui»hed  from^  the 
present  (Mowi-y  ugt  Sanborn,  6^ 
l^ar6.,223.) 
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26.  'The  decision  in  Dunhp  ayt.  Patter- 
ton  (5  Cowtiif  243,)  qnesiioned  aud  de- 
elHred  to  be  at  best,  ambi^uons  ;  and, 
alrhongh  qualified  by  The  People  a^t. 
.Evans,  (40  N.  T..  5.  6,)  the  authority 
of  the  latter  case  held  to  have  been  en- 
tirely destroyed  bv  the  case  of  Dunn 
«K».  The  PexipU  ('^9  N,  Y.  526,  528.) 
( Waa^ren  ugt.  Haufki^  62  Barh,,  490.) 

27.  The  decision  in  Donovan  afft.  Wilsony 
26  Barb.  138,)  approved  and  followed. 
(Feri-en  a^  O'Uara,  62  Barb.,  517.) 

28.  Ad»it  agt  Bradv  (4  Hlfl.  630),  fol- 
lowed and  extended.  {Conroy  agt. 
Gate^  5  Lantiug^  344.) 

29.  i?a^/«y  a^t.  Smith  (JO  iV;  F..  489), 
considered  and  distingnished.  (  Van 
Neu  agi .  Fisher^  5  Laiuting^  236. ) 

30.  Binell  ajjt.  i'mrre  (28  iV.  K.  252). 
distingniHhf'd.  (Scott  agt.  Delakunty  5 
Lansi»ffj  372 ) 

31.  Claflln  «gt.  J^ai-jiwr*'  aiwf  Citkene' 
Bank  (25  iY.  F.,  293),  dUthgaUJied. 
{IHtug  atft.  Pi'fxident,  d'C.  of  Great 
Western  Turnpike  Boad.  5  "Jjansinoj 
250.) 

32.  ^AjTan  H^t  Crw/aa  (6  ^f>A^.  141).  dis- 
appi-uved.  (Du/Mcm  ugi.  Hoortj  A  Lan- 
sing. 454.) 

33.  Ja£l'*on  aift  El/jttrorth,  (20  Johns.* 
180),  coiifiilured.  (il/^/i  agC  Btxtwn* 
5  Lansing.  280. ) 

34.  Jenkins  n^t.  Waldron  (II  Johns., 
114),  followed.  {Goetc/ieus  agt.  i/a^ 
<Aeic«on,  5  Lansing,  214.) 

35.  jr«T  agt.  ifottwi  (28  iY.  F..  657),  ex- 

SlaiueJ  and  diaiiiiguiMhed.     (//a//  agl. 
iunger,  5  Lansing,  100.) 

36.  Z.i/<m  agi  Fa^«  (52  .BarJ.,  537J,  ex- 

Slained  and  ditsiinguitihed.     {i/all  agt. 
fungerf  5  Lansing,  10()) 

37.  Peopfe  agt.  Jfin^r  (2  Lam.,  896), 
reaffirmed.  [People  agt.  AWany  aiid 
Susquehanna  B.  B.  Co.,b  Lansing, 25.) 

38.  Peo/»foagt.  O'Brien  (38  iV.  F..  193)» 
consiilered.  {Healey  agi.  DtuJlUy,  5 
Lansing,  \\b ) 

CAUSE  OP  ACrriON. 

1«  The  f?r«ntee  in  a  simple  qnitclaim 
deed,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mis- 
take, ha8  no  remedy  for  a  fkilnre  of 
title  against  bis  grantor,  nor  has  he 
any  defense  to  an  action  for  the  con 
sideration  on  the  ground  of  failnre 
thereof.  (Thorp  agl.  Keobik  Coal  Co.. 
48  JY  F.,  253.) 

2.  Defendant  accepted  a  deed  of  certain 


premisee  containing  a  clanse  that  it 
was  made  subject  to  a  morumge  which 
the  grantee  thereby  assumed  and 
agreed  to  pay.  The  bonds  accompa- 
nying the  mortgage  contained  a  condi- 
tion that,  in  case  of  de&ult  recourse 
!mu8t  first  be  had  to  the  lauds  mnrt- 
ga«fed,  and  that  the  obligors  would 
only  be  answerable  for  the  deficiency. 
Beiif  that  the  mortgagee  eonld  main- 
tain an  action  upon  the  implied  cove- 
nant in  defendaui's  deed,  without  first 
foreclosing  the  mortgage,  and  con  id 
recover  the  whole  amount  nnpaid. 
(Id.) 

3.  A  judgrnent  creditor  has  a  mere  gen- 
eral, not  a  specific  lien  upon  the  oebt- 
or's  real  estate ;  he  cannot  therefore 
maintain  an  action  for  waste  eooimit^ 
ted  thereon.  {Lanning  ngu  Carpenter, 
48  iV^.  F.,408.) 

4.  If  A.  has  agreed  to  sell  property  to 
B..  C.  may,  at  any  time  ueiore  the 
title  has  passed,  indoce  A.  to  sell  it  to 
him  instead,  and,  if  not  gniky  of  fraud 
or  misrepresentation,  he  does  not  incur 
any  liability,  aud  this  is  so,  aiUiough 
C.  may  have  contracted  to  pnrchase 
the  property  of  B.  B.  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  upon  the  latter  contract, 
as  he  cannot  perform,  and  can  only 
lcx)k  to  A.  for  a  breach  of  the  former. 
[Ashley  agt.  Dixon,  48  N.  F,  430.) 

5.  An  action  to  cancel  and  annul  a  cer- 
tificate of  sale  upoii  a  void  assessment 
is  maintainable,  when  the  defect  does 
noft  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. (Newell  agt.  Wheeled.  48  N. 
F,  486.) 

6.  An  announcement  mnde  upon  an  auc- 
tion sale  of  personal  property,  that  it 
is  sold  subject  to  a  chattel  mongage 
and  that  the  pnrchaser  will  have  to 
comply  with  the  eondiiions  thereof, 
does  not  impose  a  personal  obligation 
upon  a  purchaser  who  hem's  aud  as- 
sents to  the  anuonncement,  and  an  ac- 
tion cannot  be  maintained  against  him 
to  recover  the  amount  secured  by  the 
mortgage.  [Eamill  agt.  Gillespie,  48 
N.  F.,556.) 

7.  Where  A.  loan?  his  note  to  B.,  upon 
the  strength  of  C's  promise  that  he 
will  ge\  it  discounted  and  renewed 
from  time  to  lime  until  B.  shall  be  able 
to  meet  it,  C.  is  bound  by  the  promise 
and  A.  can  maintain  an  action  against 
him  thereon.  But  such  a  promise 
carries  with  it  an  implication,  boi>lt 
thai  A.'s  note  shall  be  fumislied  for 
renewal  betore  the  one  discounted  be- 
comes due,  iu  season  to  be  substituted 
therefor,  so  as  to  save  C's  indorse- 
ment from  dishonor,  and  that  in  tb« 
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event  ot  D.'s  ability  to  piij  the  note 
when  due,  the  obligatiou  to  procure  a 
renewal  shall  oeaee.  The  nevlect  of 
B.  to  famish  a  new  note  in  time  for 
rutiewal  or  the  ability  of  B.  to  vny, 
ditfcharges  C.  from  ftabilitv.  {ons- 
bane  agt.  Bd>ee,  18  jy.  JT.,  631.) 

&  To  entitle  a  judgment  creditor  to  at- 
tack a  disposition  made  of  the  debtor's 
propertjy  he  must  be  able  to  ^how 
thnt  the  disposition  was  such  that 
soiiiethiug  remains  of  it  or  its  proceeds, 
which  ought  to  be  applied  upou  his 
judgment.  Where,  therefore,  one  re- 
ceived from  the  debtor's  wife  the  avails 
of  his  property  in  her  hands  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  a  creditor,  with  an 
agreement  to  retain  or  use  it  as  the 
debtor  and  wife  misrht  want,  but,  be- 
fore the  recovery  or  judgment  for  the 
debt  by  the  creditor,  he  has  returned 
it  or  paid  it  out  as  directed  by  the 
d«»btor,  and  has  settled  with  and  been 
discharged  from  all  claim  bv  the  lat- 
ter, he  is  not  liable  to  the  ,{ud|L'ment 
c red ik>r  therefor.  {Cramer  »gt.  Blood, 
4S  I\r.  r.,  681 ) .  » 

Ste  Bail.    (48  iVT.  F.) 

BOUMTIKS.     Ud.) 

Banks  and  Banking     (ZU.) 
Cloud  ON  TiTLK.    (Id.) 
Contracts.    ( Id.  )J 
IjKasr.    (Id  ) 
Paktnkushu'.    (Id.) 
Action.     (5  Lansing  ) 
Auctio>b-:k.    (Id.) 
Auction  Sale,    {id.) 
Akkest.    {Id.) 
Corporation.    {Id.) 
Creditors'  Bill.    {Id.) 
Damages.    {Id.) 
Demand.    {Id.) 
Ejectment.    (Id.) 
Equitable  Relief.    {Id.) 
Estoppel.    [Id.) 
Frauds  Statute  op,    {Id.) 
Inspectors  op  Election.    {Id ) 
Malicious  Prosecution.    {Id.) 
Mistake.    {Id.) 

M  UNICIPAL  CORPOR ATTOlf .      ( Id.) 

Parent  and  Child.    {Id.) 

Pleading.    {Id.) 

Practice.    {Id.) 

Principal  and  Agent.    (Id) 

Public  Oppicer.    {Id.) 

Kkplevin.    {Id.)  , 

Ki-»cis8ioir  OP  Contract.    (Id.) 


Sheriff.  {Id.) 
Tkndeb.  {Id) 
Title  to  Chattels. 


{Id.) 


CERTIFICATE. 

iSM  Justice  of  the  Peace.    (63  Barb.) 
8m  Co&PORATlox.    (5  Latuing) 


CEBTIORARL 

L  Upon  a  wilt  of  certhorarii  where  tbe 
judgment  of  the  lower  court  is 
affirmed,  wtth  costs,  the  Aoets  should  bo 
taxed  as  in  an  action  at  issue  on  a 
4)uestiou  ot  law.  iPtopU  agt  Gower, 
ante,  26.) 

%  Section  3,  chap.  570,  laws  of  18S4,  as 
to  the  question  of  costs  in  snch  pro- 
ceedings, is  repealed  by  section  318  of 
the  Code,  as  amended  in  1862.    {Id.) 

3.  As  section  310  of  the  Code  only  related 
to  the  costs  after  the  issue,  tHe  provi> 
sion  does  not  destroy  the  right  to  the 
difbucsements  in  the  court  below, 
whicti  are  taxable  as  part  of  the  coeta 
in  the  higher  courL    {Id) 

4.  The  remedy  by  certiorari  is  the  proper 
one  to  review  an  ikftsessment.  (  W,  JR. 
B.  Co.  agt.  ^^o^alt,  48  If.  Y.,  513  ) 

5.  A  writ  of  certio^'ari  will  not  be  sns- 
tjiined  to  review  the  proceedings  of  a 
highwav  commissioner  in  laying  out  a 
roud,  wliere  it  appears  that  the  relator 
wan  not  a  party  to  the  pn»ceeding8  for 
laying  out  sucti  road,  and  has  no  direct 
interest  in  the  road,  either  as  owner 
of  property  over  which  it  passes,  or 
otherwise :  the  only  interest  which  he 
claims  in  the  proceeding  being  that  his 
business  as  a  tavern  peeper  will  be  in- 

tured  by  the  highway  to  be  laid  out, 
»y  the  diversion  of  travel  from  the 
road  on  which  his  tavern  is  located. 
(People  jex  ret.  Lawrence  agt.  Sc/tell^  5 
Lansing,  352.) 

6.  It  seems  one  whose  lands  are  not  in- 
terfered with,  and  having  no  interei^t 
except  as  inhabitant,  taxpayer  or 
officer  of  the  town,  is  not  entitled  to  a 
certiorari  to  review  the  action  of  high- 
way commissioners  of  the  town  iu 
laying  out  a  highway.    (Id.) 

See  Assessments.    (5  Lamvttg.) 
CHALLENGE  OF  VOTER. 

Set  Inspectors  of  Election.  (5  Lai^ 

ting.) 

CHAMBERLAIN,   CITY   OP    NEW- 
YORK. 

1.  The  clerks  and  officers  in  the  bnr^an 
of  the  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  including  the  deputy  chrtmber- 
lain,  were  not  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture to  be.  and  were  not  in  fact, 
included  within  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment and  dismissal  which  is  courerred 
npon  the  comptroller  by  the  32d  section 
of  the  charier  of  1^0;  and  it  follows 
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that  the  alleged  Rppotutment  set  ap  by 
the  defendHiit  iu  his  answer  to  the 
office  of  deputy  chamberlain^  as  his  sole 
defease  to  the  action,  is  iuTnlid  aud 
▼old.    (Falwm  a^t.  Foley ^  auU^  806. ) 

CHAROE  TO  JURY. 

8«e  EviDBNOB.    (5  LoHitinff.) 
Pautneimhip.    (Id.) 
Kailkoad  Cokpouation.    {Id.) 

CHASTITY. 

Sm  EviDEXCB.    (6*2  Barh.) 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  on  the  trial  of  a  caase  for  claim 
and  delivery  of  personal  property 
ander  a  chattel  mortgaK^  payable  on 
demandt  and  the  question  whether  a 
demand  was  made  before  suit  Drought, 
Was  not  raised  on  the  trial  —  evidence 
beinfc  given  by  both  parties  and  the 
CHUse  submitted :  ffeld^  that  if  a 
demand  was  necestuicy  before  vnii 
brought,  it  was  teo  late  to  mioe  it  fur 
the  firMt  time  on  appeal.  I  Witter  ugi. 
O'Brien,  ante,  20i)) 

2.  A  chattel  nwrtgage  once  rtAled  within 
thirty  davs  next  preceding  the  expira- 
lion  of  tlie  Unit  year,  continues  valid 
without  further  ieflling  iu  sobseauent 
years  \Ste  NewfU  agt.  Watren^  44  N. 

r.,244).     {Id.) 

3.  While  personal  property  covered  by 
a  mortgage  remains  iu  the  possession 
of  the  morifmgor  and  its  <*#ndiiions  are 
nnbroken.  the  mortgagor's  interest  is 
subject  to  levy  and  sale  upon  execu- 
tion, and  the  purchaser  obtains  the 
same  title  as  that  oi  which  the  mort 
ffagor  was  poMessed.  This  interest 
he  can  lawfnlly  seitt  aud  no  claim 
arises  against  him  iu  favor  of  the 
mortgagor,  from  the  fact  that  he  at- 
tempts to  sell  or  does  sell  a  clear  title. 
There  is  no  wrong  done  the  mortgagor 
thereby,  as  he  may  «(ill  pursue  uis 
lien  under  the  mortgage  ana  his  rights 
remain  the  same.  In  an  aiction^  there- 
fore, by  I  he  mortgagor  against  the 
purvhaner  it  is  not  error  to  exclude 
evidem-e  of  such  a  sale.  {ilamiU  aui. 
OiUetpU,  48  .V.  r.,  556  ) 

&e  FiXTUKKS. 

LlEM.     (5  Lanting  ) 

CHECK. 

f .  A  check  on  a  bftulc  is  in  substance,  a 
bill  of  exchanife  payable  on  deman<l, 
aud   is  governed  by  the  same  rules 


which  are  applicable  to  those  eecnri* 
ties.  The  Salt  Springe  Bank  agt.  7V(« 
Snracute  Saeiiigt  InttiUUiotif  6st  Barb., 

idi. 

2.  The  officers  of  a  bank  are  bound  to 
know  whether  the  pretended  drawer 
of  a  check  is  or  is  not  a  customer  of 
the  bank ;  aud  whether  hit  accouut 
will  justify  the  payment  of  the  check. 
{Id.) 

See  Bills  of  Exchange.    (62  Bai-b.) 

CHURCH. 
See  Corporation.    C62  Barh,) 

CHURCH  CORPORATION. 
See  Ejectment.    (5  Lantivg.) 

CITIES. 
See  Municipal  Corporation.   (5  Lat^- 

ting.) 

CITY  OP  ROCHESTER. 

See  Assessments.    (5  Lanting.) 

Mi;n[cipal  Corporation.  (5  Lan- 
Ming.) 

CITY  OP  SYRACUSE. 
Su  Arrest.    (5ZkinjiR^.) 

CLERICAL  ERROR. 

See  Assessment,    {b  Lanting.) 

CLOUD  ON  TITLE. 

1.  To  constitute  a  cloud  upon  title,  it  is 
sufficient  that  there  be  a  deed,  valid 
upon  its  face,  accompanied  with  a 
claim  of  title,  ander  such  circum- 
stances that  a  court  of  equity  can  see 

•that  tlie  deed  is  likely  to  work  mis- 
chief to  the  real  owner.  It  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  maiiitain  an  ac- 
tion to  remove  tlie  cloud  and  ouiet  the 
title,  that  the  claimant  should  have  a 
prima  facie  record  title,  which  the 
real  owner  must  call  in  extrinsic  evi- 
dence to  overthrow.  {Foiuia agt.  Sage, 
48iV:  r,  173.) 

2.  Plaintiff  purchased  and  paid  for  cer- 
tain real  estate,  directing  the  vendor 
to  execute  to  her  a  deed  conveying 
the  same  to  her,  with  a  proviso  tliersi- 
in.  that  if  her  son  should  pay  her  $200 

Rer  year  during  her  life,  he  should 
ave    the  property  after   her   death. 
By  mintake.  the  deed  was  ao  drawn  as 
^  to  grant  the  land  to  her  in  trust  lor 
her  son,  upoir  certitin  conditions,  iiol 
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being  a  trriKt  reoognized  by  the  sUtate 
of  uses  tind  trusts.  Plaiutiff  received 
the  deed  v^iihont  examination^  and 
did  not  discover  tbe  mistake  for  se 
veral  months  thereafter.  When  she 
did  discover  it,  with  the  concarrence 
of  her  son.  who  refused  to  talte  onder 
the  deed,  she  returned  it  to  her  grant- 
or,  when  the  same  was  destroyed,  and 
a  new  deed  was  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  her,  conveying  the  premises 
in  fee;  snUsequently  the  premises 
were  levied  upon,  advertised  and  sold, 
nnder  an  execution  against  the  son. 
The  purchaser  at  the  sheriirs  sale 
claimed  that  the  son  had  the  title  to 
the  premises  or  an  interest  tiierein, 
whicn  he  had  pnrrhased,  and  this  he 
threatened  to  enforce.  Held,  that 
there  was  not  a  valid  and  effectual  de- 
livery and  acceptance  of  the  first  deed, 
so  as  to  pass  the  title;  that  the  son 
had  no  interest  in  the  premises,  and 
tliat  an  action  to  oniei  tlie  tjile  could 
be  maintained.    {Id.) 

3.  Even  if  there  was  such  a  delivery, 
and  the  mistake  cnnld  not  be  corrected 
withont  the  aid  of  the  court,  the  plHin- 
tiff  remained  the  eqnitable  owner, 
with  rights  superior  to  the  purchaser 
at  the  sneriff^s  sale ;  and  with  all  the 
necessary  parties  before  it,  the  court 
could,  in  an  action  brought  to  ()uiet  the 
title,  establish  plainriff^s  title  under 
the  second  deed,  and  annul  any  claim 
of  title  nnder  the  first.    [Id.) 

4.  A  defendant  who  claims  nnder  such  a 
certificate  and  litigates  the  case  can- 
not complain  if  the  conrt,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion,  impoge  upon  him 
the  costs.  (NewU  agt.  Wheeler,  48  N. 
r:,48d.)    . 

8e9  Equitable  Relief.    (5  Laming.) 

CODE  OP  PROCEDURE 

61.    Set  Costs.    (48  3'.  T.) 

VH    SeeTKiKL.    {Id.) 
\i  179, 187.  iOl.    See  Sheriff.    (Id.) 

'J74    See  Parties.    {Id ) 
\^  392,  U94.   See  Supplementary  Pro- 
CBRDINOS.     {Id.) 

§  449.   See   Election   of   Remedies. 
{Id) 

COLLECTOR. 

'See  Public  Officer.   (5  Lamdng) 
Assessment  and  Taxation.    (48 
iV.  r.) 

COLOR  OP  OFFICE. 
Ste  Office  and  Officer.    (48  y.  T.) 


COMMISSION. 

1.  The  statute  does  not  give  the  court, 
in  which  the  trial  of  an  issne  of  fact 
is  had,  power  nor  authority  to  i»sue  a 
commission,  for  the  examination  of  for^ 
eigu  witnesses  after  trial  and  jndgmeiit 
in  the  action,  although  an  ajypeal  from 
such  judgment  is  pending.  This  power 
can  only  be  exercised  brfore  trial  Hiid 
jiidgmei'it.  {McCoU  agt.  Sun  MuL  Ins, 
Co.,  ante,  452.) 


COMMISSIONER   OP  HIGHWAYS. 

1.  Where  a  hiphtcay  commissioner  has 
received  notice  of  the  unsafe  char 
acter  of  a  bridge  in  his  town,  a  year 
bef<ire  an  alleired  injury  has  been 
sustained  by  reason  of  its*  defects.  an«l 
has  negligently  omitted  to  cnu^e  it  to 
be  ^paired,,  snch  conimtiwioner  is 
guilty  of  a  wrong  rendering  hini  liable 
lor  ml  lis  r<»nseqnence8  to  those  who 
might  be  injured  by  it.  {Lament  agt. 
Baight,  anUf  1.) 

2.  It  is  the  comtpissioner's  wrong  ex- 
clusively, and  not  that  of  his  successors 
in  office,  and  he  may  i»e  f  ned  for  it  as 
a  mere  individual,  relyinif  upou  his 
oflSctal  obligation  to  f^titblieh  the  dnty 
he  has  violated.     {Id.) 

3.  Such  a  case  is,  therefore,  not  one 
where  the  action  conid  be  continued 
against  his  successor  in  oJi<x,    { Id.) 

4.  If  the  requisite  notice  has  l>een  i^iver 
the  commissioner,  and  he  has  fiinds.  on 
could  by  reasonable  otticial  diligence 
have  procured  them,  or  withont  them 
could  have  caused  the  bridge  to  b» 
repaired  on  the  credit  of  the  town,  h» 
is  bound  to  have  the  repairs  made, 
and  a  failure  to  do  so,  resulting  iu 
an  injury  to  another,  will  render  him 
liable  to  an  action.    {Id.) 

5.  Bnt  the  commissioner  is  not  bound 
to  make  use  of  bis  own  personal  exer- 
tions to  repair  the  bridge  himself,  or 
so  far  guard  it  by  means  of  admoni- 
tions to  the  persons  using  it,  as  would 
inform  them  of  its  condition  in  order 
to  protect  himself  a^inst  liabilaity  for 
injuries  which  might  be  otherwise 
occasioned,    lid ) 

6.  An  overseer  of  highways  has  no  right 
in  makin|jf  repairs  u(K>n  a  highway 
within  his  district,  in  other  reopecis 
suitable  and  proper,  to  change  a 
natwal  watercourse,  or  the  natural 
course  of  surfttce  tcata'  drainage,  so  as 
where  it  had  not  tieen  nrevionsly  ac- 
customed to  flow,  or  to  increase  coii- 

I      siderably  in  volume  and  quantity  either 
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the  waters  in  »  imtnrAl  WAtercoartte 
or  frum  sarface  dmiiiuge,  tiowiiig  upou 
sneh  lAud.  to  the  iiijory  of  (he  owuer 
thereof.     {Id.) 

7.  The  pablio  mast  constract  an  repair 
their  way  with  reference  to  the  rights 
of  adjoining  ownei-s  of  lauda.    {Id.) 

£;e6  MuxiciPAL  Corporation,  {b  Lan- 
sing.) 

COMMISSIONERS  TO  BOND  MUNI- 
CIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 


See  Railroad  Municipal  Bonds. 
Lansing.) 

COMMON  CARRIER. 


(5 


J.  To  snstain  an  action  against  a  common 
carrier  for  failing  to  deliver  goods,  tiie 
plainiitf  mnsi  be  the  owner  or  liHve 
tKHne  special  interest  in  ihem.  ( Thomp- 
son 9gL  FaiyOf  anUj  176.) 

2.  Where  a  shipper  and  owner  of  goods. 
ai  the  time  of  delivering  the  same  to  an 
ex|)re89  company  for  transportation, 
aUo  deliver  to  the  express  company  lor 
ibeir  sigimtme  a  blank  receipt  in  their 
possession,  tilled  up  by  him  at  his  office, 
containhig  the  names  of  both  parties, 
and  a  series  of  conditions  and  clauses 
regulating  the  manner  of  transporta- 
tion and  the  liability  of  the  express 
company  in  certain  cases  and  contin- 
gencies, and  such  receipt  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  the  merchandize  is 
presented  by  the  shipfier  to  the  express 
company  for  their  signature,  and  is 
sijfued  by  the  latter  and  returned  to  the 
shipper,  it  constitutes  a  special  contractf 
ana  binding  upon  both  parlies  when 
acted  under.  {FaUtenan  agu  Fa)yo, 
ante,  325.) 

3.  Where  such  contract  provides  that  the 
express  company  is  not  to  be  held  liable 
for  any  loss  or  damHge  by  5 re.  they  are 
not  liable  where  the  goods  shippe^i  are 
burned  up,  without  any  fault  or  neg- 
lect on  the  part  of  the  company,  while 
in  transitii,     (Id.) 

See  Express  Companies.    48  N.  T, ) 
Principal  and  Agent.    {Id.) 
Railroad  Corporations.    \Id.) 
Steam  boats.    ( Id. ) 
Veleokaph  Companies.    (Id.) 
Jieclpatk  ngt.    Vaugkan  (Mem),  (48 

J^.  r;,  6o5.) 
GtlU  agt    Van  Bitten.    (48  N.  F., 

661.) 

4.  The  defendant  was  a  common  carrier, 
owning  and  tmeratin^  a  railroad  ex- 
tending from  Baltimore,  (Md  )  to  Park- 


ersbnrg,  (W.  Va.),  on  the  Ohio  River' 
but  not  owning  any  railroad  termina 
ting  either  in  the  city  of  New  York,  o 
at  Maysville,  (Ky.)  On  the  1st  of 
September,  186H,  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
called  at  the  defendant's  freight  office 
in  New  York,  and  stated  to  the  freijj^ht 
agent  that  he  was  desirous  of  sending 
certain  merchandize  to  his  firm  at 
*  Maysville,  and  inquired  at  whiit  rate 
the  defendant  would  carry  the  same. 
The  agent  mentioned  the  rate,  and  in- 
structed the  plaintiff  how  to  mark,  and 
where  to  deliver,  the  freight.  The 
plH'ntitf  did  not  accept  the  proposilioi|, 
at  the  time,  or  agree  to  ship  any  goods  : 
but  uirerted  B.  &  Co.,  of  whom  he  had 
pnrchiised  certain  goods,  to  mark  the 
Miaie  in  ihe  manner  specified  by  the 
freight  agent,  and  to  send  the  same  to 
the  freight  (ie(M>i  he  had  named.  On 
the  19tli  of  Sept.,  B.  6l  Co.  delivered 
snch  goods  at  the  depot,  marked  as  di- 
i*ected.  and  addresseo  to  the  plaintiffs  at 
MavBville. 

Held,  1.  That  the  conversation  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  freight  agent  did 
not  amonnt  to  an  agreement  by  the 
ibriner  to  ship  any  goods ;  and  that  the 
sending  of  the  goods  to  the  place  design- 
ated, marked  as  directed,  18  days  afier- 
wardp,  conid  not  he  said  to  be  an  ac- 
ceptance, by  the  plaintiffs,  of  what  was 
bnt  an  offer,  or  proposition,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.  Z  That  the  contract 
whatever  it  was,  was  made  when  the 
plaintiffs,  on  the  19th  of  Sept..  throngh 
J^.  6l  Co.,  shipped  the  goods  in  Question 
and  took  a  receipt  therefor.  3.  That 
the  •onii'act  between  the  parties  was 
contained  in  the  receipt  then  given. 
[Rlchetts  agt.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
Railroad  Company^  61  Barh.,  18  ) 

5.  And,  it  being  by  the  express  terms  of 
such  receipt,  agreed  that  that  company 
should  alone  be  held  anitwerable  for  the 
goods  in  whope  actual  custody  they 
should  be  at  the  happening  of  loss : 

Reld^  that  for  a  loss  ocurring  after  the  de- 
livery  thereof  by  the  defendant  at  the 
end  ot  its  road,  at  Parkersbnrg,  to  other 
carriers,  for  transportation  by  steam* 
boat  from  that  place  to  Maysville,  the 
defendant  was  not  liable.    [Id,) 

See  Criminal  Law.    61  Barh, 
Lien.    [Id.) 
Railroad   Companies.    ^Barh. 

7.  A  railroad  company  is  not  bound  by 
the  contract  of  its  agent  for  transpor- 
tation beyond  the  termini  of  its  road, 
in  the  absence  of  express  anthority 
given  him  in  ihat  respect,  and  where 
the  making  of  such  contracts  has  not 
become  an  eittublished  business  of  the 
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roAd  bj-  tht  castom  of  those  hnvin^ 
tfeneml  RoUiority  in  its  maiiaffrt'nif^iir. 
{Wait  Miiri.  A  tbany  d  SiuqueAaHua  MM 

9.  An  exemption  from  the  ordinary  lia- 
bility of  H  common  cnrrier,  provided 
for  lu  a  bill  of  lading  given  by  one 
courier,  does  not  inure  tu  the  beiielk  of 
a  connecting  carrier,  where  the  con- 
tract is  merely  for  delivery  to  the  lat- 
ter for  further  tnmsportHiion.  And 
this  is  80  where  u  contract  exists  be- 
tweeu  the  two  carriers  for  the  recip 
rocal  transportation  of  freight  and  the 
division  of  the  receipts,  and  the  ship- 

5er  has  paid  throngh  changes.    (^Uia 
m.  Co.  agt.  WkeeteTf  5  Lantmg^  480.) 

^.  Where  a  carrier,  having  to  deliver 
goods  to  the  defendants,  connecting 
carriers,  for  further  transportation, 
placed  them  in  the  defendants'  ware- 
noose,  and  notifled  them  of  the  fact 

Beld^  that  theVe  was  a  delivery  to  the 
defendant;  an>l  that  this  was  so,  not- 
withstanding the  two  carriers  used  the 
warehouse  in  common  in  the  tranship- 
ment of  goods  to  each  Ciller's  lines. 

10.  Nor  does  it  alter  the  case  if  an  agent, 
employed  bv  the  delivering  carrieh, 
moves  the  freight  to  the  warehouse, 
where  such  agent  is  in  the  pay  of  both 
carriers  for  the  moving  of  freight  be- 
tween them,    (Id.) 

1 1.  A  bill  of  lading  given  at  BCilwaukte 
for  goods  consigned  to  consignets  at 
Ogdensbnrgb,  on  the  margin  of  which 
there  is  an  address  to  parties  at 
Boston,  and  npon  which  the  freight 
charges  to  Boston  are  paid  in  full,  and 
where  the  carrier  has  connections  at 
Ogdensbargh  extending  to  Boston, 
and  an  agreement  for  transportation 
of  its  freight  there,  undertakes  to  de- 
liver at  Ogdensburgh  only,  to  be  for- 
warded.   \Id.) 

COMMON  COUNCIL 
8w  Assessments.    (5  Lannng.) 

MUMIGIPAL  COBPOKATION.     (Id.) 

COBfMON  SCHOOLS. 

1.  A  Uacher  of  ann'mon  tehooU,  who 
claims,  under  a  regular  appointment,  a 
salary  due  her  for  such  services,  cannot 
have  a  mandamut  to  compel  the  inspec- 
tors of  common  scboots  to  examine  and 
audit  snch  salary  She  has  a  remedy 
at  law  if  she  holds  under  a  legal  an- 
poiutment  {The  People  agt.  Tht  ih^ 
of  Ocmmon  ScnooUy  anU,  322.  )i 


COMPLAINT. 

f^ee  Pleadino.     (48  IT.  F.) 

I,  A  complaint^  in  an  action  bronght  by 
a  bank  against  executors,  to  recover 
the  Amount  of  an  over  credit  given  to 
the  testator,  by  mistake,  a  part  of  which 
was  paid  to  the  tetitauir,  in  his  life- 
time, and  the  rest  to  the  execiitois, 
stales  only  one  caufte  of  action  ;  and  is 
not  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  sev- 
eral causes  of  action  have  been  im- 
properly united.  (The  TS-adesmeiCi 
National  Bank  ugU  McFeelVy  61  Barb^ 
522.) 

See  Practiob.    (61  Baii} ) 
'       COMPROMISE. 

1.  Where,  npon  payment  of  a  portion  of 
an  undispntea  accoont,  the  creditor 
gives  a  receipt  in  full,  he  is  not  con- 
cluded thereby  from  recovering  the 
balance,  although  the  receipt  was 
given  with  knowledge,  and  there  was 
no  error  or  fraud.  {Byan  agt.  Ward^ 
iSN,  r.,  204.) 

2.  Upon  the  breach  of  a  eontraet  be 
tween  the  parties,  defendants  became 
liable  to  plaintiffs  in  damages  to  the 
amount  or  $6,400,  wbicu  amount  was 
nndispnted.  Defendants  being  unable 
to  pav,  it  was  agreed  that  if  they 
woul'd  borrow  of  their  friends  and  pay 
the  sum  of  $3,500,  pUintiflb  would  set- 
tle and  compromise,  leaving  it  to  do- 
lendant's  honor  to  pay,  when  the v  be- 
came able,  an  additional  sum,  which, 
with  the  $3,500,  would  amoaut  to  sev- 
en! v  five  per  cent  of  the  claim.  De- 
fen^nts  tnereupon  borrowed  and  paid 
to  pUintilfs  the  $3,500.  ffeld^  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the 
agreement  of  compromise,  and  that  the 
puiintiflU  were  not  concluded  from  su- 
ing and  recovering  the  residue.  The 
Question  is  not  fuTected  by  the  fact 
tnat  defendants  received  from  the 
lenders  checks  for  the  amounts  bor- 
rowed, which  they  delivered  to  plain- 
tiffs in  lieu  of  the  money.  (Bnnge  agt. 
Koop,  48  N,  r.,  225.) 

COMPTROLLER'S  DEED. 

See  Ejectment.    (61  Barb.) 

CONFESSiOXa 

See  Divorce.    (62  Barb.) 
Evidence.    (62  Barb.) 

CONGRBSa 

I  See  AoTt  OV  COKORBSS.    (48  if.  T.) 
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CONSIDERATION. 

8h  Bounties.    (48  N,  Y.) 
C0STKACT8.    {Id,) 
Railkoad  Coiu'oratioks.    (Id^) 
ScJuitt  ur(.  Sckwartz  (Metn.),  48  ilT. 

r.,  m.) 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 

1.  Where  the  connlffnor  of  propeity,  apon 
in  shipmeiitMDd  before  delivery,  draws 
a  bill  of  exchnnge  upon  ihe  consignee, 
and  procares  the  same  to  be  discouuied 
at  a  bank  apou  the  seoariiy  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  wniob  is  transferred  and  de- 
livered with  it,  the  bank  acquires  title 
to  the  property  described  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  coudiiioual  upon  the  acceptance 
of  the  draft ;  anon  saoh  acceptance  the 
title  passes  to  toe  acceptor ;  but  upon 
refucnl  to  accept,  the  title  continues 
unimpaired,  and  upon  the  receipt  by 
the  consignee  of  the  property  and  its 
conversion,  he  is  liable  to  the  bank  for 
the  money  advanced  upon  it.  [Marine 
Bank  agt.  Wright,  48  N.  K,  L) 

3.  Where  the  consignor  is  indebted  to 
the  consignee  for  advances,  and  has 
agreed  to  give  Llm  a  prior  security 
upon  the  property,  the  lien  of  the  lat- 
ter is  good  as  against  the  former :  but 
the  consignee  does  not  thereby  obtain 
any  righi  to  the  prapertv,  as  affainst 
a  hona  fde  pledge  ot  the  bill  of  mding 
for  value,  made  prior  to  the  deliverv  of 
the  property  to  the  consignee.    (la,) 

3.  The  consignor  of  goods  to  a  distant 
consignee,  who  is  the  owner,  is  tiie 
affent  of  the  consignee  for  the  mirposes 
of  shipping.  {Ndson  agt.  H.  R.  B.  B. 
Co.,  48  N.  r.,  498.) 

CONSTABLE. 

1.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  acquires 
juripdiction  to  issue  an  attiichment 
under  section  32  of  the  non- imprison- 
ment act,  against  the  property  of  a  de- 
fendant, on  the  ground  of  the  latter 
being  a  non-resident,  and  issues  the 
same,  a  constable  seizing  property  of 
the  debtor  thereon,  and  subsequently 
levying  upon  it  by  virtue  of  an  execu- 
tion issuea  in  the  attachment  suit,  will, 
by  snch  seizure  and  levy,  acquire — if 
his  return  to  the  attachment  be  not  de 
fective— such  a  special  property  in  the 
goods  as  will  enable  him  to  recover 
their  value,  a^iust  any  neison  iilepil- 
ly  appropriating  them,  {atone  agt.  ^(^ 
ler,  ^  Barb.,  m,) 

S.  But  an  attachment,  and  levy  by  vir- 
tue thereof,  cease  to  bind  the  goods, 


and  consequently  the  title  of  the  ofllcei 
levying  determines,  when  a  indgmenl 
is  recovered  and  a  levy  made  on  tho 
same  goods  by  virtue  ot  an  exccntiou 
itfsuedin  the  suit.    {Id,} 

3.  After  a  levy  upon  the  execution,  tho 
otUcer  holds  the  |ioods  by  virtue  of  it, 
and  by  virtue  of  the  attachment;  ex- 
cept to  far  as  the  priority  of  levv  ou 
the  attachment  enures  in  favor  01  the 


execution. 


Sfe  Attachment. 
Justices  of 
Barb.) 


(62  Barb.) 
THE    Peace. 


(62 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 


1.  The  law  of  this  State  passed  in  1822* 
providing  that  the  governor  may  in  his 
didcretion,  deliver  over  to  Uisiice  any 
person  found  within  the  State  who 
shall  be  charged  with  having  com- 
mitted wit/iout  the  juriMictian  of  ikt^ 
United  States,  any  crime  except 
treason,  which  by  the  laws  of  Ihia 
State,  if  committed  therein,  is  punish- 
able by  death  or  by  imprisonment  in 
the  state's  prison,  is  unconstxtvAional 
and  void.  (In  the  matter  of  Vogt,  ante, 
171.)  ^        if         -r 

2.  The  petitioner,  it  appeared  was  in 
custody  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the 
governor  of  this  State,  at  the  request 
of  the  Belgian  minister  committiiig  him, 
for  surrender  to  the  authorities  of  that 

fovetnment,  as  a  person  charged  with 
avfng  committed  mnrd^,  arson  and 
robbery  in  Belgium.  It  also  appeared 
that  lie  was  held  under  a  commitment 
to  answer  an  indictment  tor  grand 
larceny.    {Id.) 

3.  No  provision  by  treaty  for  the  extra- 
dition of  persons  charged  with  crimes, 
exists  between  the  United  States  and 
Belgium. 

ffeld,  that  the  warrant  for  the  surrender 
of  the  petitioner  to  the  Belgium 
authorities  is  unccmstitntional  and 
void,  and  insufficient  for  his  detention. 
(Id.) 

4.  But  the  commitment  upon  the  indict- 
ment for  grand  larceny,  beinj;  under  a 
statute  of  the  State,  for  bringing  stolen 
goods  into  this  State,  his  discliarge  was 
refused.    {Id,) 

5.  It  has  been  settled  by  authority. that 
an  action  in  eo^iity  may  be  maintained 
to  prevent  a  etoud  to'  be  cast  upon  real 
estate,  as  well  as  to  remove  a  cloud 
already  crei^ted.  (Mann  agt.  City  0/ 
Utica,  ante,  334.) 

6.  Consequently  an  action  to  restrain  a 
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citT  from  proceeding  to  sell  real  estate 
Qu'der  a  prior  assesHment,  which  is 
claimed  to  be  irreKular  aiider  the  okj 
charter,  is  properly  bronifht  b/  the 
owner  of  the  property.    {Id.) 

7,  And  where  pending  the  litigation  io 
such  action*  it  is  appan^ut  that  saoh 
invgnlarities  exist,  and  the  defendants 
(che  dty)  apply  to  and  procure  an  act 
to  be  passed  by  the  legislatare  by 
which  the  assessment  is  hereby  oon^ 
firmed  and  declared  to  be  of  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  if  no  informality  or 
error  had  occurred  iu  the  making  of 
■aid  assessment,  and  the  amount 
assessed  shall  be  a  lien  ou  the  property 
asssessed: 

S.  The  act  of  1870  (eh,,  383).  known  as 
the  (New  York)  Ciiy  Tax  l#eTy  Laws. 
providing  and  anihoriziug  thecoitr^  of 
tpeclal  te*sioH9  of  that  city  to  be  held 
by  lefts  than  two  police  justices,  is  nn 
conttitutioAal  aM  void,  {HuJber  agL 
The  PeifpU,  auU,  375.) 

9.  Therefore,  all  criminals  convicted  and 
sentenced  iu  that  court  by  one  instiue 
are  entitled  to  be  discharged.    {Id.) 

10.  The  provision  in  tlie  state  constitn 
tion,  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  property,  &c.,  without  due  process 
of  law  (Art.  1,  §  6),  does  not  require  a 
legal  proceeding  according  to  the  course 
of  the  common  law,  nor  must  there  be 
a  personal  notice  to  the  party  whose 
propertv  is  iu  question.  It  is  sufficient 
if  a  xina  of  notice  is  provided  bv  which 
it  is  reasonably  probable  that  tde  party 
proceeded  against  will  be  apprised  of 
what  lit  goitig  on,  and  an  opportunity 
offered  him  to  defend.  The  opportu- 
nitv  to  defend  must  not  be  colorable 
and  illuBory ;  but  it  matters  not, 
though  it  may  be  difficult,  so  long  as  it 
is  not  imprartieable.  {Bappy  agL 
Mosher,  48  iV.  r.,  313.) 

11.  The  act  of  1863  (chap.  482,  Laws  of 
1862),  providing  fur  the  "  collection  of 
demands  against  ships  and  vessels/'  is 
not  repugnant  to  the  above-mentioned 
provision,  as  it  provides  a  reasonable 
notice  ana  gives  an  opportunity  to  liti- 
gate the  lien.    (Id.) 

12.  The  control  conferred  upon  con?ress* 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  (art.  1,  $  8),  over  thefsiate  oiili- 
tia,  betpns  when  they  are  miislered 
into  the  service  of  the  United  Suites. 
Arran^ments  by  the  States  to  procure 
or  aid  in  calling  them  forth  are  not  un- 
authorized, nor  «ire  regulations,  fixing 
and  limiting  the  amount  of  bounties, 
or  rewards  given  to  procure  their  ser- 
rices ;  therefore,  section  4,  of  chapter 
20  of  the  Laws  of  1865,  which  pro- 


hibits the  payment  of  any  sams  for  tbe 
pr-tcurement  of  volunteers,  save  as  pro- 
Tided  for  by  that  act,  is  not  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
8i4«tes«  and  an  agreement  to  pay  a  snoi 
prohibited  by  that  section  is  void. 
{Powers  agt.  Shepai-d,  48  N,  T.,  540.) 

See  AsaESSMENT  akd  Taxation.   48  N. 
r.,  23.) 

13  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Febrn- 
arv  27,  1871,  {Law  of  1871,  ck.  57,)  in 

>  relation  to  the  widening  ai id  straiirht- 
^ning  of  Broadway  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  &c,  which  authorises  tnis  court, 
on  good  cause  shown,  to  open  the  order 
of  confirmation,  and  to  cause  the  ques- 
tion of  valuation  to  be  re  examined,  is 
not  unconstitutional  as  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  or  as  depriving 
a  person  of  property  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  Matter  of  widening  Btiad- 
ncay,  (61  Barb,,  483.) 

14  The  5th  section  of  the  act  of  the  le^ 
gislature  of  April  19, 1871,  {Se$s.Law»\ 
ch.  583,)  is  not  uuconsiiiutioiiHl.  {Lew- 
enthal  agt.  7*tie  Mahor,  dc.,  of  A«v 
yarX%61  J9ar6.,51l.) 

15.  An  act  of  the  legislature  giving  to 
courts  of  s|>eciul  sessions  in  a  specified 
county  exclusive  power  to  bear,  try 
and  determine,  amongst  other  ofieuses. 
''  all  cases  of  petit  larceny  not  charged 
as  a  second  oflTense,"  arising  within  the 
countv,  is  constitutional  and  valid;  and 
a  trial  and  conviction  of  an  individual, 
befora  a  court  of  special  sessions,  with- 
in said  county,  for  the  ofiense,  of  petit 
larceny  as  a  first  offense,  is  bv  a  eourt 
of  competent  authority.  {The  People 
ex  rel  Stetson  agt.  Bincson,  61  Barb., 
619.) 

See  Leoislatueb.    (61  Barb.) 

MiTNICIPAL  CORPOBATIONS.      {Id.) 

Ships  and  SniPiNa.    {Id.) 

16.  The  constitution,  in  gnarantving  the 
rightK>f  "  trial  by  jury  as  it  has  been 

.  heretofore  used,"  intended  to  embrace 
juries  in  Justices*  courts,  as  they  ex- 
isted, and  had  been  nsed,  before  the 
constitution  was  adopted.  [Knight  agt 
Campbell,  62  Barb,,  16.) 

17.  The  word  *'jury,'»  as  used  in  the 
conntitntlon,  dogs  not  mean  a  Inry  of 
twelve  men  exclusively.  A  fury  of 
six  men.  in  a  justice's  court,  is  as  much 
a  jury,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  a 
jury  of  twelve  men  iu  a  court  of  re- 
cord ;  and  is  the  jury  which  had  been 
"  heretofore  used  ^'  in  that  tribunal,  at 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution. 

See  Justices'  Coubts.    (62  Barb.) 

18.  Section   15  of  the   new  jadiciaiy 
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nrticle  (article  6)  of  the  ConstttntioTi, 
iu  proTrding  that  ih«  sHlHriee  of  coiutty 
jucfffea  "shail  be  established  by  law," 
confiuet  the  powe(|  of  fixing  saoh 
salaries  to  the  legislatnie.  {Healeif 
agt.  Dudley,  5  Lanritiff,  115.) 

19.  And  held,  that  the  statute  conferring 
power  oa  boards  of  sopervisors  to  es- 
tablish such  salaries,  is  nuconstitu- 
tional  and  void.    (Id.) 

ao.  The  plaintiff,  a  lailroad  corporation, 
incorperated  with  reservation  to  the 
iHgislatnre  of  the  right  to  alter,  modify 
or  repeal  its  charter,  laid  its  tracks 
upon  lands  in  a  corporate  viltaire, 
which  it  had  pnrchased.  and  for  which 
it  had  taken  a  deed  in  fee  simple  abso- 
late  from  the  owners.  After  this  a 
mnp  was  made  and  filed  In  a  partition 
salt  between  third  parties  of  lands  in 
the  village,  teying  out,  nnmbering 
and  naming  certain  streets  over  the 
tracks. 

Meidy  that  an  act  of  the  legislature  which 
declared  that  such  streets  should  be 
recognized  as  the  streets  of  the 
village,  without  provision  for  compen- 
SHting  the  plaiiiiiff.  was  not  iu  conflict 
with  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitu- 
tion as  to  taking  private  property  for 
public  nae  without  just.  compeiiHation. 
{Boston  and  Albany  Baih-oad  Co.  agt. 
Pretident,  iibc.^  of  Ortenbushy  5  Lam 
ing,  461.) 

21.  Held,  further,  that  the  "  Act  to  regu- 
late the  construction  of  roads  and 
streets  across  railroad  tracks"  (Laws 
1853,  chap.  62)  was  not  opposed  to  the 
same  provisions  ia  its  application  to 

^  this  case.    (Id.) 

^  Section  5  of  the  "act  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  local  government  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York  "  (Laws 
ot  1871,  chap.  583),  which  section 
prohibitf  the  entry  of  iudgments 
against  that  city,  other  tuan  those 
upon  issaes  of  law,  except  upon  ver- 
dict of  a  jury,  is  not  void  as  being  a 
general  provision  contained  in  a  local 
bill.  (Const  art  3,  $  16).  (Lew^nthal 
agt.  Mayor,  dc.^  of  N,  x.,  5  Lansingt 
532.) 

^fifes  COUKTT  JODOB.     {b  Laming.) 
Statutes  Constbued.    [Id.) 

COXSTRUCTION. 

DefendiUit  agrees  to  convey  to  plaintiffs 
H  honae  and  lot  in  the'city  of  New 
York.  In  the  description  contained  in 
the  Guntnu-t,  tiie  lot  was  stated  as 
••being  in  deprli,  on  Clinion  street.  \'2Q 
ieet,  iucluditig  the  stable  situated  on 


the  rear  of  said  premises."  He  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  a  deed  to  carry  out 
the  agreement,  which  followed  the  de- 
scription  contained  therein,  except 
omitting  any  reference  to  the  stable. 
It  was  supposed  at  the  time  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  contract  and  deed,  that 
the  stable  was  upon  the  120  feet,  but 
subsequently  it  was  discovered  that,  in 
order  to  include  the  stable,  the  lot 
should  be  131  feet  and  ten  inches  deep. 
In  an  action  brought  by  plaintifls  for 
specific  performance, — Btld^  that  un- 
der the  well  settled  rule  that,  in  the 
construction  of  grants,  courses  and  dis- 
tances must  yield  to  fixed,  known  mon- 
uments, plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a 
deed  that  would  include  the  land  upon 
which  the  stable  stands.  (  VFtdte  agt. 
WUlianu,  48  N,  r.,  344.) 

See  Contracts.    48  N.  T.) 
iNSUKANCE,  Fire.    {Id.) 
Insurance.  Life.    {Id ) 
Insurance,  Marine.    (Id.) 

LiDKL.     (Id ) 

Wills.    {Id) 

CONSTRUCTION   OP   CONTRACT. 

8u  Contract.    (5  Lansing.) 
EVIDKNCK.     {Id.) 

CONSTRUCTION  OP  STATUTBJS. 

1.  An  amendment  to  a  section  of  an  act 
which  declares  that  the  section  is 
amended  "  so  as  to  read  as  follows  :*' 
Copying  the  original  section  with 
sliglfit  chancres,  does  not  repeal,  but 
leaves  the  former  section  in  operation 
from  the  time  of  its  nassagre,  and  th» 
amendments  or  moaificatious  take 
effect  from  the  time  of  their  enactment. 
{Moiyrt  agt.  MoMsai^  5  Lansing^  173  ) 

See  County  Judge.    (5  Lansing.) 
Justices*' Court.    {Id.) 
Railroad  Municipal  Bonds.  {Id.) 

CONSTRUCTION  OP  WILL. 

See  Accumulation.    (5  Lansing.) 
Devise.    {Id.) 
Evidence.    {Id.) 

CONSTRUCTIVE  NOTICE. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  land  is  chargeable 
with  notice  by  implication  of  every 
fHct  afleciingthe  title,  which  would  be 
discovered  by  an  examination  of  the 
deeds  or  other  muniments  of  title  of 
his  vendor,  and  where  he  has  knowl- 
edge of  any  facts  sufiElcient  to  put  a 
prudent  man  upon  an  inquiry,  which, 
if  prosecuted  with  ordinary  diligenoOi 


Hi 
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would  lead  to  actaal  notice  of  Bome 
rights  or  title  iu  conflict  wiih  that  he 
isaboot  to  purcbajse,  the  law  will  pre- 
same  he  made  the  inquirj,  and  will 
charge  him  with  the  notice  he  wonid 
have  received  if  he  had  made  it  (Cam* 
f>ridge  VcuUy  Bank  agi  DdanOy  48  N. 

8.  Ko  more  than  ordinary  prudence  and 
.  diligence  is  required,  however;  and 
where,  therefore,  the  vendor's  deed 
refers  to  an  incumbrance  upon  the 
land,  the  fact  thai  the  incumbrance  de- 
scribed was  discharged  of  record  prior 
to  the  execution  of  such  a  deed  is  not 
sufficient  to  charge  a  purchaser  with 
constructive  notice  of  the  existence  of 
another  and  entirely  different  lien, 
which  nowhere  appears  upon  record 
as  a  charge  upon  the  premises.     {Id.) 

See  Possession.    (5  Lansing.) 

CONTEMPT. 
See  Surrogate.    {5  Lansing.) 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  A  contract  voluntarily  signed  and  ex- 
ecuted by  a  party,  in  the  absence  of 
misrepresentation  or  fraud,  with  full 
opportunity  of  information  as  to  its 
cont^ts,  cannot  be  avoided  upon  the 
ground  of  his  negligence  or  omission 
to  read  it,  or  to  avail  himself  ot  such 
informarion.  {Breett  agt.  fj.  S.  Tel. 
Co.,iSIi.  r.,  132.) 

2.  In  an  assignment  of   an  executory 
>     contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  there  is 

no  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
assignor  of  title  to  the  land  in  the 
vendor;  all  that  can  be  implied  is  a 
warranty  that  the  assignor  owned  the 
contract,  and  had  the  right  to  assign 
it,  and  that  the  signatures  thereto  are 
genuine.  IThomeu  agt.  Bartow.  48  N. 
r.,  193.) 

3.  Where  the  vendor's  relation  to  the 
title  is  such  that  it  is  possible  and  feas- 
ible for  him  to  perform  the  contract, 
and  the  assignee  is  placed  in  such  a  re- 
lation thereto  that  ne  can  compel  per- 
formance, the  latter  cannot  repudi- 
ate a  contract  made  by  him  in  con- 
sideration of  the  assignments,  on  the 
ground  of  failure  of  consideration, 
{Id.) 

I.  The  liability  of  a  rail ru Ad  company 
for  the  safe  carriage  of  a  passenger's 
baggage  is  not  limited  by  a  notice, 
printed  upon  the  face  of  the  ticket  is- 
sued by  it,  staling  tbe  terms  upon 
which  bacrffHtre  will  be  carried.  {Raio- 
ton  agt.  Pa.  R.  R.  Co.,  48  N.  F.,  21:i.) 


5.  If,  however,  the  passenger's  attention 
is  called  to  it  when  purchasing  his- 
ticket,  or  if  he  knew  of  it  when  he^ 
purchased,  the  layr  will  presume,  in 
the  absence  of  any  objection  upon  hia- 
part,  that  he  assented  to  the  terms. 
The  contract  is  made,  and  rights  and 
duties  of  the  parties  are  determined, 
when  the  ticket  is  purchased.    A  dis- 
covery by  the  passeuger  of  the  notice 
after  he  has  entered  ui>on  his  journey, 
does  not  affect  his  rights.    {Id,) 

6.  Two  icstruments.  executed  at  the 
same  time,  and  relating  to  the  same 
subject-mutter,  must  be  construed  to- 
gether as  if  one  instrument,  (if.  B. 
Co,  agt.  Zingun,  48  N,  Y.,  247.) 

7.  Where  it  appears  by  the  terms  of  an 
agreement  or  the  nature  of  the  case, 
that  the  performance  of  one  party  was- 
te precede  that  of  the  other,  an  actioni 
can  be  maintained  against  him  who- 
was  to  do  the  first  act,  alihou§rh. 
nothing  has  been  done  or  ottered  by 
the  other.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  manufacturer  of  goods^ 
which  are  known  in  the  market,  and 
the  different  qualities  distinguished  bj 
numbers,  contracts  to  sell  and  deliver 
goods  from  his  factory,  of  certaia 
numbers,  in  an  action  upon  the  con* 
tract  it  IS  not  material  whether  the 
goods  delivered  are  of  equal  or  inferior 
quality  to  those  of  corresponding- 
numbers,  manufactured  at  other  fac- 
tories, or  whether  they  are  or  are  not 
merchantable.  If  they  are  the  num- 
bers contracted  for  as  manufactured  at 
the  contractor's  factory,  the  contract 
is  fulfilled.  {Beck  agt.  Sheldon,  48  If. 
r.,  365.) 

9.  Parties  cannot,  by  agreement,  convert 
a  judgment  into  a  pei-sonal  mortgage 
or  a  bill  of  sale,  or  cive  to  it  any 
greater  effect  than  tlie law  gives  to  it. 
A  parol  agreement,  therefore,  that  a 
judgment  shall  be  a  lien  upon  all  the 
debtor's  personal  property,  will  not  b© 
enforced  'in  equity,  even  as  against 
subsequent  assignees  who  assented  to- 
the  arranj^ement.  (Earl,  C.)  {Lan- 
ning  agt  Carpenter,  48  A^.  T.,  408  ) 

10.  Defendant  agreed  to  run  plaintiff's 
boat  from  Oswego  to  Martinsburgh ; 
"  risks  of  navigation "  assumed  by 
plaintiff.  Defendant  was  prevented 
from  performing  by  the  fact  that  the 
boat  was  too  large  to  pass  through  the 
locks  on  the  Black  River  canal. 

ffeld,  that  the  terra  "  risks  of  naviga- 
tion," as  used  in  this  agreement,  had  a 
broader  si^iification  than  •' perils  pt 
navigation,"  and  that  plaintiff  assumed 
all  the  risks  attendant  upon  the  navi 
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l^ion  through  the  caiml  which  were 
beyoiiil  the  control  of  defendant  iu- 
cliidiiitf  the  risk  in  ntiesiion.  {Pltclur 
agt.  Jleiuuisetf,  48  iv.  F.,  415.) 

11.  A  covenant  in  a  lease  wherebr  the 
lessee  agrees  to  bear,  pay  and  discharge 
all  taxes  and  assesameuts  which  shall 
be  imposed  apon  the  demised  premises 
during  the  term,  is  broken  when  the 
lessee  neglects  to  nay  a  tax  or  assess- 
uieut  dnly  imposed.  Ii  is  not  simply  a 
contract  of  indecuniiy,  bnt  by  it  the 
tax  or  assessment,  as  between  the 
PHriies,  becomes  the  debt  of  the  lensee. 
The  lessor,  therefoie.  can  maintain  an 
action  thereon  wiUiout  tiist  paying  the 
tax  or  assessment,  and  as  damages  he 
It  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of 
such  tax  or  assessment  { Hector ^  «<c., 
of  Trinity  Church  mit,  ffiggins,  48  iV. 
y.,  532.) 

12.  Parties  have  the  rtffht  to  make  a  con- 
tract contravening  the  rule  thai  actual 
compeiisiition  will  only  be  g'veu  for 
actual  loss,  and  when  the  intent  so  to 
do  is  expressed  in  apt  and  suitable  lan< 
gnage,  courts  of  iustice  will  enforce 
IL    (Id.) 

13.  A  written  instmment  not  under 
sale  is  inoperative  and  inetl'ectiuil  lo 
pass  the  legal  title  to  landM.  (Moi'ss 
agt.  Salisbury,  48  jV.  K,  636.; 

It  Where  an  agreement  is  execnted  in 
dnplicate,  if  tliere  are  variances  be- 
tween the  two  instruments,  they  are 
to  be  construed  together  in  determm- 
ing  the  meaning  oi  the  parties.  One 
cannot  be  regarded  as  more  expressive 
of  the  intent  of  the  parties  ilian  the 
other,  but  ihey  are  entitled  to  equal 
faith  and  credit.  The  want  of  accuracy 
in  the  one  is  not  proved  bv  the  mere 
production  of  the  other.  The  intent  is 
to  be  ariived  at  by  an  examination  of 
the  terms  and  provisions  which  are 
identical  in  each,  \\\\\a  determining  the 
objects  and  purposes  contemplated. 
And  where  the  contract  bears  snch 
inherent  evidence  of  its  true  meaning 
that  it  carries  a  clear  leg:il  conviction, 
evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties or  of  surrounding  circumstances  is 
properly  excluded.    {Id.) 

15.  Plaintiff  claimed  a  title  nnder  a  con- 
tract executed  in  dnplic^ite  between 
M.  &  Co.  (of  which  tirm  plaintift  was  a 
member)  and  B.  The  instrnnient  de- 
livered to  M.  &  Co.  purported  to  con- 
vey to  them  "all  the  land  and  timber, 
except  the  hard  wood,  on  one  hundred 
acres  of  land;"  in  that  delivered  to 
B.the  words  were  '*  bark  and  limber;" 
aside  from  this  the  two  were  identical. 
The  scope  and  tenor  of  the  contract 


indicated  that  the  land  itself  was  not 
intended  to  l>e  cqnveyed.  Htld,  that 
the  title  of  B.  to  the  land  was  not  di- 
vested, and  that  the  possession  of 
plaiuiifTwossnboidinate  thereto.  Also, 
that  evidence  that  the  price  paid  by 
M.  &  Co.  was  the  full  value  of  the- 
land,  bark  and  limber  together,  ex- 
cept the  bard  wood,  was  immaterial, 
and  its  exclusion  no  error.     {Id.) 


Law.   (48  iV.  T.\ 
(48  if.  r.) 

(48  Jf.  r> 


8t€  COWSTITUTIONAL 

corpokations. 

Express  Companies. 

Insuka.nce,  Life 

Insurance,  Marine. 

Office  and  Officer. 

Partnership.    {Id.) 

Hailroad  Corporations.    {Id.) 

Sai.kh. 

Statute  op  Frauds. 

Wildtr  agt.  Stearns  (Mem.),  (48  iV". 

r..  656  ) 
G^fis  a^'t.    Van  Buren  (Mem.),  f48 

N.  r,  661.) 
Brachttt  agi.  Wyman  (Mem.  i,  (48  N. 

r.,  667.; 

25.  Where  the  defendants  authorised 
tbe  plaintitf,  a  storekeeper,  to  furnish 
provisions  and  tools  to  one  O.,  a  rail- 
road contractor,  on  their  (defendant's! 
acconnt.  and  directed  that  O.  sboala 

give  orders  therefor. 

• 

Held,  that  the  terms  of  the  credit 'should 
receive  a  liberal  construction  in  view 
of  O.'s  buAiuess  and  the  purposes  for 
which  the  articles  .were  rennired. 
{Oilbert  agt  Sags^  5  Laruina,  287.) 

/Sec  Auction  Sale.    {5Zannita) 
Canal  Contractor.    {Id.) 
Carrier.     {Id.) 
Corporation.    {Id.) 
Damaues.    {Id.) 
Demanj>.    {Id.) 
Equitable  Kemef.    {Id.) 
Evidence.    {Id.) 
Frauds  Statute  of. 
Insurance.    {Id.) 
Lien.    {Id.) 
Replevin.    {Id.) 
Kescission  of  Contract.    {Id-) 
Sale  op  Chattels.    (M.) 
Statute  of  Llmitations.    {Id.) 
Trusts  and  Trustees.    {Id.) 


CONTRACT  FOR  SALE  OF  LAND. 


See  1^1 1  ATA  RE.     (5  Laming.) 
Trusts  and  Trustees. 


CONTRIBUTION. 


{Jd^) 


See  Doi'g'aM  am.  Dadleu  CMem.),  (48  iVI 
1.,  688). 
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CONVERSION. 

1  Thia  action  W)^  brought  to  recover 
the  VAliie  of  1364  jlthIIous  of  wine, 
l)elonunttg  to  the  phiiiiiitf.  winch  whs 
levied  npon  and  tfold  l>y  the  def(HndHnt 
niider  an  execiitioa  aKHinAt  S.  and  L. 
{Jaager  agt.  Kelly ^  ante^  l'J2.) 

2.  The  defendant'^  counsel  demande<l  to 
go  to  ilie  jury,  Ist,  npon  the  quemion 
whether  the  sale  of  the  15  casks  of 
wine  l>v  L.  to  the  plainritf  was  iu 
fraud  or  S*.,  a  creditor  of  L.  2iid,  As 
to  what  were  the  contents  of  the  casks. 
3rd.  Also  requested  the  court,  to 
iustmct  the  jury  that  there  was  no 
evidence  upon  which  they  conld  find 
that  the  casks  contained  1364  gallons 
of  wine.  4ih,  That  interest  by  way  of 
damages  ^on  the  valae  of  the  wine 
conld  not  be  Included  in  their  verdict 
lor  the  plaintiH — The  court  refused 
these  requests  and  directed  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  phuniit),  leaving  it  to 
them  to  assess  the  damage*. 

ffeld.  that  there  was  no  contradictory 
evidence  on  the  question  ot  title,  and 
no  evidence  to  prove  any  fraud  iu  the 
BJile. 

Meld^  also  that  the  inadequacy  of  price 
was  not  a  fnfiicient  ground  to  hold  the 
sale  frandnlent,  or  to  sustain  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant. 

^e/(l,  also,  that 'there  was  some  evidence 
bat  slight,  that  L.  disposed  of  the  wine 
to  prevent  its  being  reached  by  8.  as 
a  creditor,  but  there  was  none  affect- 
ing the  plaintitf  with  a  guilty  kuowl- 
e<lge  or  that  hit  purpose  was  not 
bouest  and  fair. 

Seld^  also  that  there  was  evidence  prima 
facie  that  the  casks  contained  wine. 
There  was  evidence  that  the  casks 
were  ganved  by  government  ofllcials. 
as  conuiuinar  tne  quantity  stated.  As 
against  an  aTle>;ed  trespasser  the  proof 
was  quite  sulficieui — Ii  was  for  him 
to  give  evidence  to  raise  a  donbt. 
before  ih^  Jnry  b<*oald  be  oalled  upon 
to  decide  it     Cld ) 

3.  There  is  no  doubt  that  interest  may  be 
added  to  the  value  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion  as  damages.    {Id.) 

4.  B  gave  to  G.  a  verbal  order  for  a  bill 
of  uirnitnre  to  be  shipped  to  B.  at 
Mi  I  wank  ie ;  prior  to  its  arrival  B.  left 
Hilwaukie,  leaving  word  that  the 
furniture  be  returned  to  G.  Upon  the 
arrivHl  of  the  furniture  at  Milwaukie 
it  was  seized  by  the  sheriff  hb  the  pro- 
perty of  B.  by*  virtue  of  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment against  hiin.  While  in  the 
possession  of  the  sherif!,  G.  assigned 


his  interest  therein  to  plaintiff.  After 
the  a8di;jriiment,  judgment  was  per- 
fected in  tiie  action,  wherein  the  at- 
tachment was  ijisued  and  cgcecution 
issued  thereon.  By  virtue  thereof  the 
sheriff  levied  upon  and  sold  the  prop- 
erty under  the  directions  of  defend- 
ant, ♦  lie  jndk'ment  creditor.  No  de- 
mand fur  the  goods  was  made  by 
plain  iitf. 

Held,  that  the  seizure  of  the  property, 
bv  virtue  of  the  attachment,  did  not 
change  the  title;  it  remained  in  G-. 
and  was  transferred  to  plHintiff.  Every 
fresh  Interference  therewith  was  a 
new  wrong,  and  the  seizure  and  sale 
thereof  by  viKue  of  the  execution  was 
a  conversion,  for  which  plaintitf 
could  recover.  iBich  a^  Cleveland, 
48  N.  r.,  84.) 

5.  A  demand  and  refusal  to  deliver  do 
not  eKtablish  a  conversion,  where,  at 
the  time  of  the  demand,  the  propertv 
in  question  is  not  in  existence.  {SaU 
Sprhinit  National  Bank  agt.  Wlieeler^ 
4dA.  r:,492.) 

6.  The  accidental  loss  or  destrnction  of 
an  article,  by  one  lawfully  in  its  poa- 
session,  is  not  a  conversion.    {Id.) 

See  Cause  of  Acttox.    (48  X.  T) 
Pike  agt.  Walter  (Mem),  (48  X.  F., 
631). 

CONVEYANCE. 

See  Covenant.    (48  iV.  T,) 
Dkkds.     i^'Q 
Trusts  and  Trustees.     (5  Lan^- 

inp) 

CONVICTION. 
See  Witness.    {5  Lansiiu;.) 

CORONERS   INQUEST. 

See  Evidence.    (5  Lansing, 

CORPORATION. 

1.  The  salary  allowed  to  ao  ot&oer  of  a 
corporation  is  presamtd  to  be  tor  ser- 
vices to  be  performed  by  him  as  sucb. 
Where,  there  o  -e,  with  the  aasant  and 
CO  operation  of  such  officer,  all  the 
property  business  and  franchises  of  the 
corporation  are  sold,  so  that  he  has  no 
further  duty  to  perform,  there  is  no 
basis  iu  law  or  equity  for  a  claim,  upon 
his  part,  that  the  salary  continues,  and 
the  contract,  as  to  salary,  will  be 
deemed  to  be  canceled,  although  thH 
coiporatiou  itself  is  not  dissolved.    {L. 
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/.  Fsny  Co,  agt.  IferfceW,  48  -AT.   F., 
427.) 

See  Bauks  jmcd  Bakking.    (48  If,  F.) 
ExpRKRs  Companies.    {Id.) 
iNsukAKCB  Fire.     (Id,) 
Inbdhakce  Life.    {Id.) 
Insurance  Marine,    (fd.) 

PlaNKROAD  Ck>MFANIK8.     {Id.) 

Kailroad  Corporations.   (Id.) 

12.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained  a^inst 
a  corporHtiot),  by  a  stockliolder,  to  ef- 
fect a  forfeiture  of  the  charter,  fur  non- 
user  >withiu  a  year.  And  in  any  case, 
•even  when  the  action  is  brought  by 
the  Attomev-Gkueral,  a  receiver  can- 
not be  appointed  until  indxment  in  the 
action.  {Oilman  agt.  Tke  Greets  Point 
Sugar  CoinpaHy^  61  Bai-b.j  9.) 

3.  A  lease,  executed  by  one  gas  company 
to  another,  of  its  w^orlcs  and  property, 
for  five  year*,  with  the  privilege  of  re- 
newal for  five  years  longer,  the  neces- 
sarv  effect  of  which  is  to  suspend  the 
ordaiary  business  of  the  lessor  for  wore 
than  one  year,  is  invalid,  as  against  the 
stockholders. not  consenting  to  its  exe- 
cuijou.  {Cop^nd  agt.  The  CiiiztnU 
Oas  Light  Company,  61  Barb.,  60.) 

4.  An  action  to  set  aside  such  lease  may 
be  brunght  by  a  stockholder  in  the  les- 
sor's company  who  has  not  consented 
to,  or  rntified  the  execntion  of  such 
lease,  in  behalf  of  him-ielf  and  otiier 
stockiiolders  similarly  siinated.     {Id.) 

m 

^  In  each  an  action  the  oonrt  is  not  bonnd 
to  adjnst  the  equities  between  the  les- 
sor and  the  lefcsee,  where  such  equities 
are  not  embraced  in  the  pleadings  con- 
taining the  issue  tried.    (Id,) 

6.  Where  an  election  of  governors  of  a 
hospital  is  required  by  its  by-laws,  to 
be  neld  on  a  specified  dav  in  every 
year,  and  the  officers  of  the  corpora- 
tion neglect,  for  several  years,  to  hold 
an  elecuon,  a  mandamut  will  be  issued, 
on  tiie  application  of  members  of  the 
eorporation.  to  compel  the  defendants 
to  bold  an  election  for  governors,  with- 
in 60  days  froin  tlie  day  fixed  in  the 
■by-laws  for  elections,  in  accordance 
with  the  sUtnte,  (1  B.  8.  604»  $8;) 
and  this  without  proof  of  anv  demand 
that  an  election  bis  held,  {the  People 
ex  rel  WaUcer  agt.  The  Board  of  €Rnh 
emoreofthe  A QMny  BoepitaL  %\'Barh. , 
897.) 

7.  A  neglect  to  hold  an  election,  for  8  or 
10  years,  cannot  be  accidental ;  and 
when  so  lonjg;  continued,  and  occurring 
in  so  many  nistances,  is  equivalent  to 
a  refusal.    (Id.) 

&  Notwithstanding  the  lan'gnajge  of  sec- 
tion 12  of  the  act  of  the  legislatare 


of  February  17,  1848,  to  authorize  the 
formation  of  corporations  for  manufac- 
tnring  and  other  purposes  {Laws  of 
1848.  ch,  40,)  whien  requires  an  an- 
nual report  to  be  made  by  every  com- 
pany organised  under  such  act,  and  in 
case  of  a  failure  to  make  such  report, 
mnkes  the  trustees  johitly  and  sever- 
ally liable  **far  all  the  debU  of  the 
company  then  existing,  and  for  all  that 
shall  be' contracted  l^fore  such  report 
shall  be  made,"  is  broad  enongti  to  in- 
cinde  debts  dne  from  the  corporation 
to  individual  trnstees,  yet  the  funda^ 
mental  rule  which  lies  at  the  very 
foundation  of  all  law,  that  no  person 
can,  by  hie  own  tmnsgression,  create 
a  caune  of  action  in  his  own  favor, 
against  another,  must  be  applied  to  the 
truoiees  of  such  a  corporation,  and 
debrs  of  that  natnre  held  not  to  be 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
{Bi-iggt  agt.  Easterly ^  62  Barb.,  51.) 

9.  Claims  of  a  portion  of  the  trnstees  of 
a  niannfaoturing  corporation,  against 
the  corporation,  although  they  may  be 
witlUn  the  letter  of  the  act,  yet  not 
being  within  the  mischiefs  intended  to 
be  remedied  or  prevented  by  it,  nor 
within  its  spirit  and  intention,  they  are 
not  within  its  provisions.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  the  business  specified  in  the 
charter  of  a  corporation  is  a  perfectly 
legitimate  business,  and  the  corpora- 
tion is  legally  created,  the  subsequent 
abuse  or  |>erversion  of  its  corporate 
powers,  though  it  may  furnish  a 
reason  why  the  legislatare  or  the 
courts,  should  amenathe  charter  and 
annul  the  corporation,  will  not  destroy 
the  body  corporate.  It  is  still  a  legal 
entity,  and  bonnd  to  answer  the 
claims  of  creditors,  although  the  in- 
tention of  those  who  participated  in 
its  creation  was  to  effect  illegal  pur- 
poses. (Clancy  airt  The  Ononaaga 
yine  Salt  Manufactwing  Co.,  62 
Barb.,  395.) 

11.  Where  the  purposes  attempted  to  be 
aocomplished  through  a  corporation 
are  illegHl,  contracts  and  agreements 
entered  into  to  secure  the  end  must  be 
eqnally  so. 

12.  The  right  of  a  creditor  of  a  corpora- 
tion to  sne  a  stockholder  for  a  deot  of 
the  coi^poration,  after  the  return  of  an 
execution  issued  against  the  corpora* 
tion  unsatisfied,  is  not  independent  of, 
but  subordinate  to,  the  right  of  the 
directors  to  compromise  the  debt,  or 
to  forfeit  the  stock  of  the  stockholder. 
(Jft/^agt.  Stewart,  62  Barb.,  Hi,)  ^ 

13.  And  after  the  directors  have,  in  sood 
*  faith  and  in  conformity  with  the  cnar* 
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See  ATTORKEr.    (62  Barb.) 

19.  A  ^neral  resolntion  of  a  corporation 
provided  that  certiiicaTes  of  its  dtock 
should  be  signed  by  its  president  and 
treasarer. 

ffeld^  That  the  company  was  liable  for 
money  advan*  ed  lo  the  treasnrer,  npon 
certificates  of  shares  of  stock  of  the 
company,  signed  in  conformity  with 
snoh  resolutions,  issued  to  the  trea- 
snrer himself,  althongh  the  shares 
were,  in  fact,  spnrions  and  frandniently 
issued;  it  appearing  that  they  were 
taken  by  the  pluiutitf  in  good  faith. 


ter  of  the  corporation,  forfeited  the 
stock  of  a  stockholder,  the  latter 
ceases  to  be  liable  to  the  creditors  of 
ihe^  company,  and  no  action  ean  be 
maintained  against  him  by  such  cred- 
itors for  tbe  recovery  of 'their  debt 
{Id.) 

14.  Where  in  an  action  against  a  corpor- 
ation, tlie  defendant's  corporate  ex- 
istence is  directly  put  in  issue  by  the 
pleadings,  the  first  step  in  the  progress 
of  the  trial  is  to  establish  tlie  faci  by 
proof,  that  the  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion, capable  of  contracting  a  debt, 
and  of  beinff  sued  therefor.  ( Van 
Burtn  sgt.  The  Reformed  Church  of 
Ganeetoort,  62  Barb,,  495.) 

15.  The  existence  of  a  church  proper 
as  an  organized  bodr,  is  not  recognized 
by  our  municipal  law.  In  order  to 
give  an  or^nization  for  ptiblic  wor- 
ship legal  ri^fhts,  and  to  impose  npon  it 
letral  obligations  as  a  corporate  oody, 
there  must  be  either  a  special  law  de- 
claring, its  existence,  or  an  incorpora- 
tion under  the  provisions  of  the  g«*neral 
law   relating   to   religious    societies. 

(«•) 

16.  Mere  user,  however,  or  the  assump- 
tion of  tlie  corporate  capacity,  limited 
to  religions  ohsetvances,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  establi«th  a  corporation  de  facto. 
{Id) 

17.  Church  music,  in  small  country  vil. 
lages  or  hamlets,  beiui;  usually  gratui- 
tous, the  mere  fact  that  one  sings  in  a 
choir,  or  plays  on  an  instrument  as  an 
accompaniment,  on  occasions  of  church 
service  on  the  sabbath,  raises  no  impli 
cation  of  pecuniary  Imbility,  against 
the  coporate  body.    {Td.) 

18.  Such  services  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  gratuitous.  Aud  to  author^ 
ize  a  recovery  for  services  as  an  oivan- 
ist,  it  must  be  clearly  proved  that  there 
was  an  actual  empl<»yment  of  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  and  a  prom- 
ise, binding  on  the  corporate  body,  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  service.     \Id.) 


ITitue  agt.   President,  dc,  of  Great 
W^^<r»   Ikmpike  foad,  5  Lannng, 

liO.  The  case  of  Claflin  agt  The  Far- 
mat  and  Citizen's  Bank  (25  JV:  T.r 
293),  considei-ed  and  distinguished. 
{Id.)  * 

See  KXPRBM  Comi»awt.    (5  Lansing.) 

IN8I7KANCB.      {Id.) 

Municipal  Couporation.    {fd,) 

PRACVCE.      {Id. ) 

Railroad  Corporattok.    (frf.) 
Kelioious  Corporation.    (M) 

COSTS. 

1.  Upon  a  writ  of  ceHiorari,  where  the 
judirment  of  the  lower  court  is 
atiirnied,  wtth costs,  the  <x>sts  should  be 
taxed  as  in  an  action  at  isHue  ou  a 
question  oi  law.  {ShelUtn  agt  Gower, 
aute,'i6.) 

2.  Section  3,  chap.  570,  laws  of  1854,  at 
to  the  question  of  costs  in  such  pro- 
ceedings, is  repealed  by  section  318  of 
the  Code,  as  amended  in  1862.    {Id.} 

3.  As  section  3l0of  the  Code  only  related 
to  the  costs  after  the  issue,  the  provi- 
sion does  not  destroy  the  right  to  tlia 
disbursements  in  tne  court  below, 
which  are  taxable  as  part  of  the  costs 
in  the  higher  court    {Id) 

4.  Upon  an  order  of  the  county  court 
granting  a  new  trial  in  an  action  in 
that  court  upon  a  case  and  exceptions 
there  made,  the  two  items  of  $20  befom 
argument  and  $40  for  argument, 
CHUuot  be  allowed  on  the  taxation  of 
costs.  Such  a  case  is  expressly  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  sub.  '5,  ^30/  by 
its  very  terms.  The  sppeal  having 
been  taken  under  the  second  pantgrapn 
of  $344  of  the  Code.  ( Ifoodlmry  agt 
Morton,  ante,  56.)     . 


5.  Where  the  plaintiff  had  an  order  for  a 
newtrini  in  the  county  court,  on  an 
appeal  from  a  verdict  rendered  for  the 
defendant  in  that  court  in  an  action 
originating  in  a  justice's  conrt,  where 
the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment  in  his 
favor,  and  the  general  term  of  Uie 
supreme  court,  on  appeal,  affirmed  tbe 
order,  granting  the  phiintiff  a  new 
trial ,  and  the  attorneys  for  the  respec- 
tive parties,  previous  to  the  deeieion 
of  the  supreme  court,  entered  mto  a 
stipulation  that  in  case  defendant  vra» 
defeated  in  the  supreme  court  on  soch 
nppeal  and  the  court  refused  to  allow 
him  pn  order  to  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals,  the  plaintiff  mijyrht  enter  judg. 
ment  in  the  action  against  the  defend- 
ant '*  for  the  amount  of  the  Judgment 
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rendered  by  the  jnatice  with  co8t«  of 
this  iiciiun  to  be  taxed.** 

Held,  that  the  pUintifr.  on  retAxation  of 
coMts.  waa  not  entitled  to  inU^-est  #a  the 
jv4tlceU  judfjment  The  Blipalation  did 
not  give  him  any  interest,  and  the 
jodgment  did  not  draw  interest  l^v 
operation  of  I«w  as  tlie  appeal  from  it 
to  tlie  county  court  superaeded  it,  and 
the  new  trial  in  the  county  conrt  put 
an  end  to  it,  bo  iliat  it  was  no  longer  a 
claim  in  the  plaiutifl's  favor.    {Id.) 

f.  On  an  appeal  froift  an  order  of  the 
county  courts  in  a  cause  originating  in 
a  ju8Uce*s  court,  on  a  case  and  excep- 
tion«  for  a  rettial  in  the  county  court, 
which  is  granted  by  the  county  court, 
and  therenpon  an  appeal  is  taken  from 
this  last  order  (or  judgment)  of  the 
«onnty  court  to  the  general  term  of  the 
aupreme  court,  where  the  order  of  the 
county  Courtis  reversed,  the  siiccesaful 
party  is  not  entitled  to  anv  costs  of  the 
last  ap|>eHl.  It  would  nuike  no  diflfer- 
enoe  that  jnd^rment  was  entered  upon 
the  order.  (Following  the  tUcision  of 
the  cast  of  yrmxHmry  Hgl.  Morton.^  ante 
p.  56.)  {Crosby  agU  Brown^  ante, 
149.) 

7.  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
Judge's  minutes,  no  costs  as  for  a  motion 
can  be  allowed.  The  prevHilinu'  parry 
is  eniuled  only  to  a  trial  /»•«  for  the 
trial  of  an  isdue  of  tacu  {Ma Iter  agt. 
BiggiMSj  «Mle,  224.) 

^  A  trial  fee  of  $30  is  taxable  on  the 
first  and  second  trials  each,  whei-e  the 
jnry  disagi'eed  on  the  firnt  %rial,  but 
found  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the 
second.    {Spring  agt  Day,  ante,  390). 

^.  A  charge  of  $15  for  services  afrer 
notice  and  before  trial,  not  exceeding 
five  term  fees,  is  also  taxable  tor  eacli 
trial.    {Id.) 

10.  Also  a  fee  of  10  is  properly  allowed 
where  more  than  two  days  Wtu'e  oc- 
cnpied  at  each  trial,  for  such  trials. 
{Id.) 

11.  A  charge  for  stenographer's  fees  for 
copy  niinntes  of  ihe  nrst  trial  is  not  al- 
io w'able.     (M) 

12.  Where  the  defendants  in  thiA  case  pro- 
cured a  settlement,  with  the  design  to 
de|>rive  the  plainuft's  attorney  of  his 
costs,  held,  that  thev  could  not  be  per- 

•  Diitted  to  have  the  benefit  of  a  discon- 
tinnance  or  of  a  supplemental  answer 
allowing  settlement  without  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  action  np  to  the  pre- 
sent time.  ( Dietz  agu  McCallvm,  ante, 
493.) 

13.  In  an  action  of  trespass  in  jnstice^s 


conrt,  defendant  pleaded  title  to  a 
portion  of  the  premises;  that  action 
WHS  therenpon  discontinued  and  one 
commenced  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
wlierein  the  pleadings  were  subatan- 
tiallv  the  same.  De^ndant  succeeded 
on  tne  issues  affecting  the  premises  as 
to  which  title  was  pleaded.  Neither 
poMession  of  nor  title  to  the  residue 
was  made  a  question  upon  the  trial  by 
defendant,  and  the  amount  of  the  re- 
covery for  trespass  thereon  was  less 
than  fifty  dollars. 

Held,  that  under  section  61  of  the  Code, 
the  rusts  in  such  case  are  to  be  gov- 
erned b^  the  decision  and  judgment 
on  the  issue  presented  br  the  plea  of 
title;  that  plaintiff,  by  c'laiming  title 
to  laud  not  owned  by  him,  caused  all 
the  ooets  which  accrued  in  the  Supreme 
Court;  •he,  therefore,  could  not  re- 
cover costs,  but  was  nroperlv  charge- 
able with  defendantV  {Mtn-ss  agU 
SUiAury,  48  N,Y.,  636.) 

14.  Costs  in  an  equity  action  are  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  exer- 
cise of  this  discretion  cannot  be  re- 
viewed. (Taylor  agt  Root,  48  N.  K, 
687) 

See  Cloud  on  Title.    (48  N.  N.) 

Jurisdiction.  (Id.) 
See  Infants  (61  Barb.) 
See  Demand.    (5  Lansing.) 

Injunction.    (Id.) 

Pkaoticb.    (Id.) 

COUNTER  CLAIM. 

See  Smith  agt.  Fox  (Hem.).    (48  N".  F.) 
See  Statute  of  Limitations.  (5  Lanf-' 

ing.) 

COUNTY  BOND. 

See  Action.    (5  Laming.) 

COUNTY  COURT. 

1.  A  re-trial  may  be  had  in  all  cases 
brought  into  the  county  courts,  by  ap 
peaiy  without  reference  to  the  form  o^ 
the  action,  when  the  claim  or  claimr 
for  judgment  made  by  tlie  pleadings  of 
either  party  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
fifty  dfdiars.  (MerrtU  agt  Pattison, 
anU,  289.) 

3.  And  also  in  actions  for  the  recovery 
of  specific  f^ersonal  property,  where  no 
claim  or  claims  exceeding  that  amount 
may  be  made,  provided  the  damages 
acthaUy  recovered,  added  to  the  as* 
seHSffd  value  of  the  property,  shall  ez« 
eeed  that  sum.     (Id.) 
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3.  The  Coanty  Conrt  hat  jnrisdietion  to 
order  a  receiver  appokiied  by  it,  in 
proceedings  snpplemenrary  to  execa* 
tioD,  to  release  to  the  debtor  a  jaH^- 
ment  recovered  by  him  for  an  nnbiwfbi 
wixnre  and  sale  'of  exempt  property. 
{TUlotsoii  agi.  WolcoU,  48  iV:  K,  18^.) 

See  JUSTTCKS'  Cohrt.    (5  Lansing.) 
Plhadino.    {Iti.) 
Pkaotigb.    {Id.) 

COUNTY  JUDGE. 

1.  A  cotinty  jkdge  has  |>ower  nnder  the 
Code,  to  continue  on  the  retnrn  of  an 
order  to  show  6tiise,  an  injunction 
order  made  by  himself  ez  parte  in  an 
action  in  the  supreme  conru  {JBdtha- 
way  agt  Warren^  ante^  1^1.) 

S.  {This  it  adverse  to  MiddleUrwn  a^ 
Rondoui^  C0C.,  R.  R.  Co.  at  special  term, 
43  Iftns.f  144,  affirmed  at  aensi'al  term. 
43  iToic.,  481.)    {Id.) 

See    MtTNICIPAL    CORPORATIO^tS.        (61 

Barb.) 

3.  The  provision  of  the  jadiciary  article 
of  the  consiifntion  (Hrt.  6,  ^  13),  which 
limits  the  terra  of  office  ot  any  jadge 
to  tiie  last  day  of  December  next  after 
he  shall  become  seventy  years  of  age, 
is  not  anplicable  to  county  judges 
elected  before  J^nnary  Jut,  1870. 
{People  ex  reL  Davis  agt.  ti'anfiwr,  d 
Lansing^  1.) 

4'..  The  defendant  was  appointed  coanty 
jngde  in  1868.  to  till  a  vacant  term 
which  exuirM  December  31st.  1869; 
ill  Novemoer,  1869,  was  elected  to  the 
same  office,  and  in  February,  1870,  at- 
tained the  age  of  seventy  years. 

Heldt  that  he  was  elected  fur  fonr  Vfars 
from  January  1st,  1870,  and  entitled  to 
serve  that  full  term,  as  being  in  office 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  oi  the  new 
iudiciary  article.     {la) 

See  Constitutional   Law.      (5  Lans- 

Railroad     Municipal     Bonds. 
{Id.) 

COUNTY  TREASUREa 
See  PoBLic  Officer.    (5  Lansing  J 

COUNTY  TREASURERS  CERTIFI 
GATE. 

Su  Action.    (5  LahHng) 

COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
See  Ambnoment.     (5  Lansiug.) 


COURT  OP  CHANCEUY. 

See  DiTORCB.     (62  B<trh.) 

COURTS  OF  SPECIAL  SESSlONSw 

See  Constitutional  Law.    (61  Barb,^ 
Criminal  Law.    {Id.) 
Statutes.    {Id.) 

COVENANTS. 

1.  Defendant  accepted  a  deed  of  certain 
premises  coniaintiig  a  clause  that  il 
was  made  subject  to  a  mortgage, 
which  the  grantee  therefore  aMnme<t 
and  agreed  to  pay.  The  bonds  accom* 
panying  the  morrgHge  contained  a  con- 
dition that,  in  case  of  default,  recourse 
must  first  be  had  to  the  lands  mort- 
RHged.  and  tliat  the  obligors  wonid  only 
be  answerable  for  Uie  deficiem-y. 
Hetd^  that  the  mortgagee  could  main- 
tain  an  action  n|H»n  ihe  implietl  coven- 
ant in  defendant's  deed,  witliont  first 
foreclosing  the  mortgaire.  and  conld 
recover  the  whole  amount  unpaid. 
( Tliorp  agt.  Kevkak  Coal  Co.,  48  N.  T.^ 
253.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  rent  charge 
reserved  by  the  grantor  and  coveiir 
anted  to  be  paid  by  the  grantee  in  ir 
conveyance  in  fee.  seising  in  the 
grantor  is  well  estHblislied,  so  far  aa 
one  holding  under  the  grantee  is  con- 
cerned, by  the  fact  that  the  gi*antee 
entered  in  alle^ance  to  the  grantor's 
tirle.  out  of  which  the  rent  is  reserved  r 
and,  uniil  something  is  shown  to  the 
oontrafy,  the  relations  created  by  the 
covenants  in  the  deed  are  presumed  tp 
have  continued.  Unless,  therefore, 
some  one  bound  by  the  covenant  X4> 
pav  the  rent  has  paid  it,  or  has  been 
refcAsed  therefrom,  the  action  is  well 
brought,  and  the  production  and  proof 
of  the  covenant,  in  the  absenee  of 
proof  of  payment  or  relcHse,  eiititlea 
the  grantor  or  his  assignee  to  a  finding 
tliat  the  rent  for  twenty  years  (if  the 
covenant  has  been  so  long  executed) 
remains  uiiPHid,  and  to  »  judgment 
therefor.  The  law  presumes  payment 
prior  to  that  time,  but  no  presumption 
arises  from  the  absence  of  proof  or 
such  payment,  that  the  renu  have  beem 
extintruished,  and  the  grantee  and 
assignee  releiised  from  the  covenant. 
( Cei'tml  Dank  agt.  Heydom,  48  N.  T.f 
260.)  • 

3.  Even  proof  of  noii-nnyment  of  rent 
for  a  period  of  sixty-three  ycHrs  would 
not  rHise  a  presumption  of 'such  release 
of  sutticieiit  stiength  to  establiKh  the 
f.ict  conclnsively  ns  h  proposition  of 
law,  when  the  covenant  sued  npon  re* 
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mfUna  in  tlie  poMPtcion  of  plaintifT, 
uucanceled,  aua  is  produced  and  read 
ill  evideuce.  {JAviiMston  l^yrt.  Xdvinn- 
stofif  Id.t  4  J.  Cb.,  '^04,  distinguished.) 

iSRee  Deeds.    (48  iV.  F.) 

Covjuf  AMT  or  Wajuuktt.  (5  La%9- 

ing.) 
Damages,    (/d.) 
Insurance.    (Id.) 
Replevin.    {Id.) 

COVEHAIJT    OP    QUIET   ENJOY- 
MENT. 

Su  C^TBKANT  OF  Warrantt.  (5  Lam- 

Uff,) 

COVENANT  OP  WARRANTY. 

1.  A  nantor's  eoTvnunt  to  warrant  and 
defend  agniiist  himself,  **and  erery 
person  claiming  or  to  cIhiu  the  prem- 
im%  or  any  part  thereof,^  extends  to 
possession  as  well  as  title ;  and  when- 
STer  there  is  a  distarbanoe  of  either, 
nnder  title  paranonnt,  the  corenantis 
troken.  (Per  Miller,  J.)  (Bea  agt. 
MinJtUr,  6  Lantiiig,  196) 

9.  Socb  warranty  indodes  all  ontstaud- 
ing  adverse  claiias  to  tbtf  premiifes,  or 
«nv  part  thereof,  wliich  afreet  the  fnll 
enjoyment  of  the  possession  or  title. 

m 

3.  And  held,  that  tlie  existence  and  nse 
of  a  privat<}  ri^lii  of  way  over  tiie 
granted  preminea.  to  wliich  they  were 
snbiect  at  the  time  of  a  conveyance 
witn  tQch  M  covenant,  whs  a  breach  of 
the  warranty.    (Id.) 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

1.  It  seems  a  judgment  creditor  after  in- 
stituting sap|ilemeutai-v  proceedings 
npon  hit  Judgment,  and  before  appoint- 

.  ment  of  a  receiver,  may  briuK  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill 
to  set  aside  an  assimiment  ot  ()ropertv. 
{BenneU  agt.  ItcOuire,  5  Lansing^  18^) 

See  Equitable  Rblirp.    {h  Lansing.) 
JuDOMKNT  Debtor,  &c.    (Id.) 

CREDIBILITY. 
8u  Witness.    (5  Laiuing.) 

CREEK. 
Set  Bridge.    (5  Laming  ) 

CRIMINAL  ARREST. 
8m  Arrest.    (5  Lanting.) 


CRIMINAL  COMPLAINT. 

^Jurisdiction.    {^Laming) 
Akkkst.    {Id.) 
Indictment.    {Id.) 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Where  the  iadictmrnt  a^minst  the 
defendant  charged  him  in  elev«n  dis- 
tinct counts  with  misconduct  in  hav- 
ing audited,  and  aided  in  auditing, 
certain  town  accounts  against  the  town 
of  Castleton,  Richmond  countv,  while 
the  defendant  was  supervisor  tbereof : 

Held,  that  atthongh  the  accounts,  which 
the  defendant  aided  in  auditing,  were 
described  in  tlie  indictment  as  '*nn* 
justly  ille^l,"  '*  tiretended  and  extor* 
tionate,"  it  nownere,  in  any  oonnr, 
averrtd  tlie  particular  fact  or  facte 
which  would  make  the  accounts 
'' unjust,  illegal,  pretended  or  extor- 
tionate.'' Such  an  omioHion  is  fatal  to 
the  indictmciiL  {The.  People agK^  TAe 
Town  Audilort  of  Caettetoit^  aate, 
238.) 

2.  An  indictment  taken  at  the  sessions 
must^  in  the  caption,  state  that  the 
grand  jurors  were  then  ^d  there 
sworn  and  ehaived — this  caption 
ihonld  be  affixed  by  the  clerk  in  case 
it  is  removed  from  the  sessions  to  the 
oyer  and  terminer — without  such  cap- 
tion it  will  be  held  bad.  (Id.) 

3.  And  where,  pending  the  litiffation  in 
such  action,  it  is  apparent  that  such 
irregularities  exist,  and  the  defendants 
(ihe  city)  apply  to  and  procure  an  act 
to  be  paned  by  the  legislature,  by 
which  the  assessment  »  hereby  con- 
firmed and  declared  to  be  of  the  same 
force  and  eflfect  as  if  no  informHliiy  or 

•error  had  occurred  in  the  making  of 
said  assessment.,  and  the  amount 
assessed  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  property 
asssessed : 

4.  The  act  of  1870  {eh.,  383).  known  as 
the  (New  York)  City  Tax  Levy  Laws, 
providing  and  authorizing  the'court  of 
special $e*eionM  of  that  city  to  beheld 
by  leM  than  two  police  justices,  is  aa* 
cmtxt'itHtinnal  and  void,  {ffuber  agt. 
Tht  PettpU,  anU,  2^b.) 

5.  Therefore,  all  triminals  convicted  and 
sentenced  in  that  court  by  one  instice 
are  entitled  to  be  distthai^'ed.    {Id.) 

6.  In  an  indictment  for  perjurv  charged 
to  have  been  committed  on  t^e  trial  of 
a  caube  before  the  court  or  an  officer 
thereof,  it  is  essential,  first,  that  the 
name  of  the  court  shimld  be  stated,  and 
that  such  court  shou'd  have  a  legal  ex- 
isteme  ;  second,  that  the  oifense  sboald 
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b6  charged  to  hhve  beea  committed  in 
the  couuty  in  which  the  iiidictmeur 
vrae  found ;  and,  third,  that  it  shoald 
Hppear  on  the  face,  or  be  alleged  in  the 
body,  of  the  indictment,  that  the  evi- 
dence on  which  the  assignment  of  per- 
jury is  based  was  maienal  to  the  de-' 
t<*rmination  of  the  isAne,  or  at  leant 
proper  to  be  offered  on  the  trial  of  such 
issuH.  (GutUm  agt.  The  People,  61 
Barb.,  3i.) 

7.  Wiicrean  indictment  alteeed  thait  the 
action,  upon  the  trial  of  which  tne  per- 
jury was  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, was  pending  in  the  **  Supreme 
Coart  of  the  city  of  New  York,*'  and 
that  the  referee  who  adminipt«red  the 
oath  was  appointed  by  the  **  Suoreme 
Court  of  the  cny  and  eonnty  of  New 
York  ;*'  ffeid,  that  the  indictment  was 
faulty  in  matter  of  substance.    {Id.) 

8.  So.  where  it  nowhere  appeared,  in  the 
iudictroent,  that  the  otfeiise,  if  any, 
WHS  committed  withiu  the  city  and 
couuty  of  New  York     {Id  J 

9.  Where  it  was  alleged,  in  the  indict- 
ment, '*  thRt  It  then  became  and  was  a 
material  issue  to  be  tried  before  W.  C. 
T.  whether  the  said  J.  G.  had  commit- 
ted adultery,  as  alleged  by  the  platu- 
titf  iu  the  said  action."  but  it  was  no- 
where alleged  that  the  evidence  ad- 
duced, or  the  questions  calling  oat  that 
evidence,  were  material  to  the  determ- 
ination of  that  issse,  no  information 
being  given  as  to  what  was  **  alleged 
by  the  plaintiff  m  the  said  action  ;** 
Metdy  that  the  indictment  was  &tally 
defective.    {Id,} 

10.  Upon  an  indictment  for  mnrder,  the 
jurv,  nnder  the  statute,  (2  B.  8.  725, 
^27,  Sdm.  ed.,)  may  convict  the  pris- 
oner of  any  degree  of  the  offense  ixk: 
ferior  to  that  charged.  IMcNeviH*  agt. 
The  People,  61  Barb.,  307. 

11.  Upon  the  trial  of  such  an  indictment, 
the  judge  returned  the  request  of  the 
prisoners  counsel  to  charge  *'that  rhev. 
could  convict  of  mnrder  in  the  iintt  de- 
gree, or  mnrder  in  the  second  degree. 
or  of  any  degrees  of  manslaughter," 
and  in  his  charge  restricted  the  fury  in 
the  event  of  :iuy  couviciien,  to  murder 
iu  the  first  degree,  or  mantdaughter  in 
the  third  degree.  Beld,  that  unless 
there  was  an  entire  absence  of  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  commission  of  any 
other  crime  than  mnrder  in  the  first 
degree  or  manslaughier  iu  the  third 
degree,  it  was  error  to  charge  as  the 
judge  did  charge,  and  lo  i*etuae  to 
charge  as  requested.    {Id.) 

12.  Held,  alto,  that  the  right  rnle  would 
have  been  for  the  judge  to  s^iy  to  the 


jnry  that,  nnder  (he  indictment,  a  c6n* 
viction  of  the  principal  offense,  or  of 
any  less  degree,  was  allowable,  and 
then  leave  it  to  the  jary  to  apply  the 
facts  to  the  defluitioa»of  the  varioiu 
grades  of  the  crime,  and  say  which 
they  thought  was  sustained.    {Id.) 

13.  Where,  npon  the  testimony,  the  jnry 
could  have  convicted  the  prisoner,  had 
they  thought  proper,  of  manslaughter 
iu  tne  4th  degree ;  Held,  that  a  charge 
which  in  effeov  told  them  that  they 
could  not  do  so,  and  that  if  the  prisoner 
was  guilty  at  all,  the  lowest  degree  of 
crime  of  which  they  could  convict  was 
manslaughter  in  the  third  degree,  was 
erniueons.  to  the  prejudice  of  the  pris- 
oner.   (Id.) 

1 1.  A  person  convicted  in  this  State^  of 
the  Clime  of  petit  larceny,  as  a  first  of- 
feusd,  is  uoi  convicted  of  a  felony,  but 
of  some  offentte  o'lier  than  a  felony. 
( The  People  ex  rel  Stetur  agt.  Bawtok, 
6i  Barb.) 

15.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  lej^nla- 
ture,  in  enacting  the  provittions  or  the 
Kevised  Statutes,  to  rednce  the  offeiife 
of  petit  larceny,  as  a  first  offense,  to 
the  grade  of  a  nusdemeanor.  And 
practically,  for  all  the  general  porpoaes 
of  the  prevention  and  punishment  of 
crime,  tne  offense  has  been  deprived  of 
its  rank  among  felonies,  and  reduced 
to  the  lower  grade,  of  misdemeanors. 
(Td) 

16.  Where  the  record  of  a  conviction  by 
one  justice  only,  showed  that  the  other 
justice  was  '*  absent  through  disabili- 
ty ;*'  ffeld,  that  this  was  the  statement 
of  a  facu  That  that  fact  wasjurisdio- 
tional,  and,  if  untrue,  might  have  been 
controverted ;  it  being  well  settled 
that  **  no  court  or  officer  can  acquire 
jurisdiction  by  the  mere  assertion  ofit, 
or  by  falsely  allegiiiK  the  existence  of^ 
the  facts  on  which  jnrisdi<'t!on  de-* 
pends."  {The  People  agt.  BavU,  61 
Barb.,  4^.) 

17.  Under  the  act  of  April  26,  1870,  a 
Conviction  before  a  sii'gle  justice  of 
the  court  of  special  sessions  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  is  valid, 
where  the  record  alleges  that  the  other 
justice  was  **  absent  through  disabili- 
IV.*'  and  that  fact  is  noc  oobtro verted. 
(Id.) 

18.  Upon  a  review  of  a  judgment  of  the 
court  of  general  sej^sitMis  of  New  York, 
npou  writ  of  error,  even  though  there 
was  no  request  to  charge,  or  exception 
taken,  the  court  ought,  under  the  stat- 
ute, {iMtrs  of  1856,  ck.  .3:^7,  $3,)  if  \i 
discovers  aiiy  error  which  may  bav» 
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prejn<hced  tbeprisoe«r,  to  ^nve  liim  the 
benefit  of  it.  {McXevitu  ngt,  TUe 
Prnpltf  61  Barb.y  307.) 

19.  In  order  to  fO'^e  the  conrt  jnHedictiou 
to  trjan  otTeiise  committed  ou  boui'd  a 
boRt  apon  h  canal,  or  in  respect  X<f  ihe 
cargo  or  lading  of  each  boat,  it  ia  ne* 
ceiisarj,  under  title  4,  chapter  2.  part 
4  of  the  Rerised  StatuTes  (2  B.  8.  727, 
^44.)  aa  ameuded  b^v  chapter  431  of  the 
jLaw*  of  1860,  that  (t  should.be  alleged 
in  the  indictment  that  the  ofleuse  was 
committed  '*  on  board  the  boat  or  vee- 
«el/'  and  that  the  boat  or  vessel,  on 
chat  trip  or  voyage,  had  passed  thi-on|fh 
•ome  part  of  the  couuty  where  the  in- 
dictjient  was  fonnd ;  and  also  to  prove 
both  facts,  npon  the  trial.  {TjarkiK 
agu  TU  PeopUj  61  Barb,,  226.) 

20.  Althongh  the  sfcttate  gives  to  conrts 
of  oyer  and  terminer  power  to  deliver 
the  jails,  accordingly  to  law,  of  all 
prisoners,  this  refers  only  to  ca<«es  of 
crimes ;  those  conrts  being  solely  courts 
of  criminal  junsdictiou.  iTKe  People 
er  ret,  Uewleit  agt  BreniuxM^  61  Barb.f 
540.) 

21.  A  warrant  of  commitment,  In  a  crim- 
inal catfe,  direcred  to  a  proper  officer, 
commanding  him  to  convey  and  deliver 
the  prisoner  to  the  "keeper"  of  the 
prison  where  he  is  to  be  imprisoned, 
and  reqairingtlie  keeper  to  safely  keep 
the  prisoner  until  tho  exttiratioh  of  a 
8)>ecitied  period,  and  until  he  slinll  pay 
a  fine  therein  mentioned,  or  be  dis 
charged  by  due  cimrse  of  law,  is  in  all 
respects  in  the  proper  form.  (T/fe 
People  ex  r$l  6tetze)'  agt.  lianctim,  61 
Barb.,  619.) 

5^  Ii  is  no  objection  io  a  warrant  of  com- 
mitment n|M>n  a  conviction  before  a 
conrt  of  si>ecial  sessions,  rhat  it  is  not 
issued  immediately.  So  long  as  the 
case  remains  before  the  couit,  not  re- 

•  moved  in  any  manner,  such  court  does 
not  lose  jurisdiction  to  uisue  the  war- 
rant, by  lapse  of  time.     {Id.) 

523.  No  seal  is  necwsary,  to  a  warrant  of 
commitment.  Tlie  siarnte  only  pro- 
vides that  it  shall  be  "  under  the  baud  '* 
of  the  magistrate.     {Ii.\ 

See  Statutes.    (61  Barb.) 

24.  To  sustain  an  indictment  for  obtain- 
ing the  signature  of  an  individual  to 
promissory  notes  given  for  the  price  of 
prtiperf y  sold  to  htui.  by  false  pretences, 
the  preteuoes  alleged  to  be  false  must 
1>e  shown  to  l>e  of  some  ezistinu''  fact, 
and  mitde  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
the  porchaj»er  to  execute  the  notes. 
\8cott}x^l.  the  People,  62  Barb.,  62.} 

25.  Both  the  indictment  and  the  fraudu- 


I      lent  purpose  are  facts  to  be  proved, 
and  are  not  to  be  presumed.    (Td.) 

26.  An  indictment  for  obtaining  the  sig- 
nature of  a  purchaser  to  promissory 
notes  given  tor  the  purchase  yn^  of 
property  sold  to  him,  by  false  pre- 
tenses and  representations  as  to  the 
price  asked  for  the  property  by  a  third 
person,  who  was  the  owner,  cannot  be 
sustained,  where  the  proof  shows  that 
110  representations  were  made  hj  the 
defendant,  in  regard  to  the  price,  ex- 
cept that  he  told  the  purchaser,  in  the 
course  of  the  negotiations,  that  he  did 
not  think  the  seller  would  take  less 
than  a  sum  named ;  and  tUat  the  only 
representations  as  to  price,  at  the  time 
of  the  $aU  and  purchase,  were  made  by 
the  seller.  AlULi.iM,  P.  J.|  dissentea. 
{Id.) 

27.  Althongh  the  price  asked,  and  finally 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser,  be 
fixed  by  collusion  between  the  owner 
of  the  property  and  the  defendant,  for 
the  pur^KMe  of  defrauding  the  pur- 
chaser, such  collusion,  although  it  may 
be  an  indictable  ofTense,  is  not  the 
offense  charged.    (Id.) 

CRIMINAL  TRIAL. 
See  CRTMnrAL  Law.    (5  Laiuinff.) 

INDICTMENT.      {Id ) 

CROSSWALKS. 

See  Municipal    Corpobatioxs.     .  (5 

Lantlng.) 


D. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  After  tf  conversion  of  property  the 
title  still  remains  in  the  owner,  and 
the  property  can  l»e  taken  from  the 
wrong  doernpon  an  execution  against 
the  owner  ia  favor  of  a  third  person, 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  upon 
the  owner's  debt.  In  sucn  case  the 
wrong-doer  can  set  np  the  seizure  and 
sale  in  mitigation  of  damages.  It  is 
not  the  seizure  which  gives  the  defense, 
but  tliat  the  property  has  been  seized 
under  sucli  circum'stances  tlial  the 
owner  has  had  or  could  have  the  bene- 
fit of  it.  (Z?a/i  agt.  Lbietj,  48  N.  T., 
6.) 

See  Banks  and  Bankiro.    (48  N.  T.) 
lUi.iA.  N<»tk»,  Checks.    {Id.) 
Lkahk.     {Id.) 
Ki'oni  agi.  Li.vt/  {Mem.).    (Id.) 
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2.  In  actions  for  a  breach  of  warranty  on 
a  sale  of  goods,  the  measure  of  dama- 
ges is,  the  difference  between  ihe  value 
of  the  ffoods  if  they  had  corresponded 
with  the  warranty,  and  their  actnal 
value.  (  WtlU  agt.  Selwood.  61  Barb.. 
23a) 

3.  Upon  the  breach,  by  the  purchaser,  of 
a  contract  to  take  (he  property  sold  to 
him,  and  to  pay  a  stipiiJHied  price 
ther«ldr,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
Uie  ditference  between  the  coniract 
price  and  the  value  of  the  property  at 
the  time  of  the  breacii.  IffeicUt  agt. 
Millei\6iBarb,,5er.) 

See  AcnoN.    {^  Bai'h.) 
Assault  and  Battkrt. 
Grant.    (62  Barb ) 
Neglioekcb.    (62  Barb.) 

4.  In  an  action  for  nnlawfhlly  takin^r 
and  carrying  away  the  pUiniitt's 
tfdods,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant, 
having  induced  the  plaintiff's  wife  to 
leave  him,  had  aided  her  in  carrying 
away  clandestinly  certain  articles  of 
property  belonging  to  the  plaintiff'; 
that  the  wife  afterward  brought  the 
property  to  the  viciiiity  of  the  plain- 
tiff's  residence,  and  delivered  to  him 
railroad  checks  for  it,  which  the  nlain- 
tiff;  with  knowledge  of  the  identity 'of 
the  prooerty^  upon  request  of  a  station 
agent  that  it  sliould  l>e  removed,  de- 
livered to  a  third  person,  directing  him 
to  take  charge  of  ir,  and  the  latter  did 
so.  The  wife  did  not  return,  or  offer 
to  return,  to  her  husband. 

Beldf  that  there  was  an  acceptance  of 
the  properi  V  and  exercise  of  owner- 
ship over  it  by  the  plaintiff  for  himself, 
after  the  wrongful  taking,  and  an  al- 
lowance of  damases  (or  us  fnll  value 
M'as  terror.  {BuUetf  jBigi,  CrowUjff  5 
LaTisiiufj  301.) 

5.  A  warranty  of  a  steamenglne  as 
liaving  a  certain  capacity  for  work,  as 
sound  and  in  good  order,  and  as  hav 
ing  the  abili;^y  to  perform  labor  to  the 
ext«ut  of  the  capacity  warranred,  is  a 
general  warranty,  and  the  duniages 
allowed  for  its  breach  are  merely  the 
difference  between  the  actual  value 
ol  the  eiijirine  and  that  which  it  would 
have  had  if  as  warranted.  {Edwards 
agt.  Coltton^  5  Lanaing^  3^4.) 

6.  An  Injured  party  is  restricted  in  the 
recovery  of  damages,  for  acts  not  in- 
tentionally committed  and  breaches 
of  contract,  to  such  as  result  natnrally 
and  necessarily  from    the    act    coni- 

ftlained  of.  And  the  rule  is  applicable 
n  all  cases,  except  in  those  where,  for 
great  ends  of  paitlic  juttiice,  puniif«ry 
damages     mtty     also     be     awarded. 


(People  agt,  Mt^qr,.  dc^  of  Albany,  5 
Laiuliufy  524.) 

7.  Damages  caused  to  proparty  fkxMB  tiie 
bursting  of  a  street  sewer  in  New 
York  city,  through  its  imperfect  and 
insutficient  constrnction,  may  be  re- 
covered in  an  action  against  the  city. 
(Leteetithal  agt  Mayor^  ^.,  of  y,  x.f 
o  Lannng^  532.) 

See  Evidence.    (5  Lemtii^.) 
IxjuNcnoN.    {Id.) 
Nkouqbkcb. 

Parent  and  Chtld.    {Id.) 
Partnership.    {Id.) 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOB. 

1.  To   entitle   a  ;[udgment   creditor  U> 
attack  a  disposition  made  of  the  debt- 
or's property,  he  must  be  able  to  show 
that  the  disposition    was    such    that 
something  remains  of  iter  its  proceeds, 
which  ought  to  be  applied  upon  his 
jndgraent.    Where,  therefore,  one  re- 
ceived   from    tiie    debtor's    wife  the 
avails  of  his  oroperty  in  her  hands 
with  intent  to  defrand  a  creditor,  with 
an  agreement  to  retain  or  use  it  as  the 
debtor  and  wife  might  want,  but,  be- 
fore recovery  of  judgment  for  the  debt 
by  the  creditor,  he  has  reuirued  it  or 
paid  it  out  as  directed  by  the  oebtor, 
and  has  settled  with  them  and  been 
discharged  frum  all  claim  by  the  kuter, 
||he  is  not  liable  Xm  the  judgment  credi- 
itor  therefor.    (Ciumer  agt.  Blood.  4S 
N.  r.,  684.) 

i^  J(7d6mbnt8.     (48  if.  T.) 

2.  Where,  at  the  time  an  assignment  of 
property  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  was  executed,  one  of  the 
assi^niors  was  an  infant  of  the  age  of 
nineteen  years,  only :  Held^  that  that 
fact  alone  rendered  the  asaigument 
void,  as  matter  of  law,  as  against 
creditors;  upon  the  ground  that  an 
infant  having  a  right  to  disaffirm  his 
contracts,  an  assignment  by  him  does 
not,  and  cannot,  as  matter  of  law,  de- 
vote tlie  property  assigned,  absolutely 
and  unconditionallv  to  the  payment 
of  his  debts.  {Yatts  agt.  Xvoa,  61 
Barb.,  205). 

3.  In  an  sction  by  judgment  cre<lifors  to* 
set  aside  an  assignment  made  by  part- 
ners, and  to  reach  the  ioiiit  pnifierty, 
it  is  not  a  (rround  for  tlie  dismissal  of 
the  complaint,  or  for  a  nonsnir,  that 
oue  of  the  assignors,  though  named  as 
a  party  in  the  summons  and  in  the 
action,' has  not  lieen  served  with  pro- 
cess, nor  appeared  in  the  aeiiou.     {Id.\ 
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DECLARATIONa 

Set  EvwTOicm.  (61  Barh.) 
EviDBMCB.  {&i  Harb.} 
Qirr.    (€2  Barh,) 

DECREE. 
See  Gift.   ,(5  Lantvt^^.) 

JUDGMKNT  DbBTOR,  i[43. 

Practigb.    {Id,) 

DEEDS. 


1.  When  one  parehaees  Innd,  and  at  hfs 
reauest  the  ■aroe  is  deeded  to  another, 
ahnoagh  tlie  purchaser  receives  and 
retains  the  deed  wUhont  discloeing 
the  existence  thereof  to  the  grantee, 
and  takes  and  retains  possession  of 
the  land,  vet  by  the  deed  the  title 
passes  and  becomes  vested  in  the 
graftteea  and  nuder  tlie  prohibitions  of 
the  statnte  of  nses  and  trusts  (I  R.  S., 
728,  ^1)  no  trust  rcsnits  in  favor  of 
the  purchaser.  {Everett  agt.  JSvet'ett, 
48  if,  r.,  218 ) 

5^  The  grantee  in  a  simple  qnitclnim 
deed,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  ormiftake, 
has  no  remedy  for  a  failure  of  title 
against  his  grantor,  nor  has  he  any  de- 
tense  to  au  action  for  the  eonsidera- 
linn  on  the  ground  of  failure  tiiereof. 
( Thorp  agt.  Keokuk  Coal  Co,,  48  iV.  r., 
253.) 

3.  Where  a  deed  is  introduced  in  evi- 
dence by  one  who  is  a  stranger  there- 
to, to  prove  as  against  a  snbser|nent 

grantee  an  admisaion  by  the  parties  to 
le  conveyance,  the  grHiitee  is  not 
estopped  from  proving  that  the  pro- 
vision  relied  opon  was  inserted  in  the 
deed  by  mistake.  {Pope  agt.  D'Hara, 
48  N.  r.,  44a) 

See  Cloud  on  Titlb.    (48  AT.  r.) 

CONSTSUCTIVE  NoTICIS.     (Id,) 
COKTRACTS.      (Id.) 
COVBKANT.      [Id,) 

tichoU   agt.  SefiwarU  {Mem).      (48 
JV^  r.,  666 ) 

4.  Where  a  deed,  executed  by  hnsband 
and  wife,  is  set  aside  because  of  tiie 
husband's  nnsoundntfss  of  mind,  no 
dednctions  can  be  made  on  acconnt  of 
the  value  of  the  wife's  right  of  dower, 
nor  for  taxes  ard  assessroeitts  paid 
since  the  exeruriou  of  the  deed.  {Ma)'- 
vin  agi.  LewiMf  61  Barh,^  49.) 

5  Such  a  deed  passes  nothing ;  and  the 
wife  could  not  ciuivey  her  inchoate 
right  of  dower.  She 'could  only  re- 
lease it  to  some  one  having  the  legal 
estate  in  the  laud.     {Id.) 


6.  A  deed  being  void,  the  heir  of  the 
grantor  may  recover  the  bind  attempted 
to  be  eonveved.  And  the  coart,  In  de- 
daring  siien  deed  void  in  law,  eannot 
impose,  as  a  condition,  that  it  shall  be 
treated  as  good,  so  far  as  to  reouire 
the  plaintiff  to  repay  what  has  been 
paid,  by  the  occupant,  tor  taxes  and 
assessments.    {Id.) 

7.  The  fact  that  a  deed  recites  a  money 
consideration,  a«  paid  to  the  grantor, 
does  uot  prevent  a  party  from  pr(»ving 
that  no  consideration  was  paid,  to 
establish  the  fact  that  the  laud  was 
conveyed  as  an  advancement  {Sanr 
ford  agt.  Savfordj  61  Barb.,  293). 


8u  EntCTMRNT.    ^61  Barh.) 
KviDENCR.     (61  Barb.) 
Grant. 
Vendor   and    Purchaser.     (62 

Bai^.) 
Covenant    of    Warranty.      (5 

E.IKCTMKNT.      (Id.) 

Mist  AMR.    {Id.) 

DEFAULT. 

1.  Where  it  became  the  duty  of  the 
appellant'^  .Httoni*»vs  to  see  that  the 
cause  was  restored  to  the  calendar  of 
the  geneml  term,  as  part  of  the  condi- 
tions uiH>n  which  they  were  relieved 
from  a  former  default^ — which  they  did 
not  do ;  and  the  rei^pordeni's  attorney 
in  accordance  with  tnsit  order,  finding 
it  omitted  from  the  calendar  on  the  Is^ 
day  of  the  October  general  term,  pro  • 
cured  it  to  be  restored,  and  some  oaya 
afterwards  it  was  regularly  called  to  a 
judgment  of  affirmance  by  default ; 

Edd  that  this  action  w^as  regular,  and  in 
connideratiou  of  this  being  a  second 
motion  by  the  appellants  to  be  relieved, 
it  was  proper  thnt  the  eonrt  look  into 
the  merits  presented  by  the  justice's 
retcru. 

Held,  also,  that  the  testimony  in  the  court 
below  warranted  the  justice,  uotwith 
standing  the  form  of  the  note,  to  find 
that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  ap- 
pellants for  the  hccomraodation  of 
McKenzie,  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
procure  a  release  of  his  wairon  from 
the  plHiiititTs'  lien.  Under  such  circum- 
staiicea  their  liabilitv  as  accommoda 
tion  indon»ers  is  Well  esiaMisUed  by 
the  eoiirt  of  appeals  in  Jfintre  agt. 
Croee,  (19  N.  F.,  227.)  {J^uft  agL 
Gi-aJtam^  oate,  152.) 

DEFENSES. 

See  Deeds.    (18  N,  T,) 


556 


NEW  YORK  PEACTICB  REPORTS. 


Digest 


PsocBEDncos 


EXBCTTTOR    AND    ADMINISTRATOR. 

(Id.) 
Mistake.    {Id.) 

BUPPLEMBNTART 

{Id.) 
SchoH  Rgt.  Schwai-a  {Mem.)    ("48  y. 

r:,666; 

Canal  Contractor.    (5  Lansing.) 
Damages.    {Id.) 
Dkmand.    {Id.) 
Injunction.    {Id ) 
Pleading.    {Id.) 

DELIVERY. 

Set  Cloud  on  Title.    (48  If.  T.) 
Sales.    {Id.) 
Gibbs  agt.  Van  Buren  {Hem, ).    (4S 

If.  T..  661.) 
Gift.    (62  Barb.) 

OOODS  sold  and  DBLiyRRRD. 

Vendor    and    Purchaser.      (62 

Barh.\ 
Carrier.    (5  Lansing.) 
Frauds  Statute  of,    {Id.) 
Gift     {Id.) 
Insurance,    (/if.) 
Statute  of  Frauds.    (Id ) 

DEMAND. 

Bet  COKTBRSIOK.    (48  N.  T.) 

i.  The  rale  under  which  commencement 
of  a  suit  on  a  promissory  noie,  pujable 
at  a  particular  time  and  place,  is  a 
sufficient  demand  of  payment,  and  the 
readiness  of  the  payee  a  matter  affect- 
ing the  question  of  costs,  is  applicable 
to  oon tracts  to  pay  for  iroods  at  a  time 
and  place  agreed.  (Zyoc/fc/in  agt.  ifoore, 
5  Lansing,  307.) 

^  Rbpletin.    (5  Lansing.) 

DEMURRAGE. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  express  agreement 
for  demurraire,  damages  in  the  nature 
of  demurrage  may  be  recovered  against 
t)ie  owner  of  the  cargo  when  he  im- 
properiy  detains  the  Tessel  beyond  a 
reasonMole  time  for  loading  or  unload- 
iug.    {Id.) 

2.  Detention  of  a  vessel,  while  waiting 
her  tfim  to  load  or  unload,  is  not  such 

[  a  detention  for  which  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  is  liable.     {Id. ) 

t  Where  an  order  for  the  sale  and  de!t  v- 
«ry  of  a  quHntiiy  of  coal  was  nealed  up 
and  delivered  to  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
to  be  taken  to  the  coal  company  for 
the  purchHser  of  the  cargo  without  any 
specific  knowledge  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  of  what  it  contained,  the  ccmver- 
■atioD  had  at  the  lime  by  the  owner  of 


the  vessel  with  the  agent  for  the  coal 
companv,  as  to  the  bargain  res[>eotin^ 
the  coal,  was  properly  pec«iv«d  in  evi- 
dence as  the  order  introduced  in  evi  • 
dence,  and  claimed  to  be  i\\e  written 
contract,  was  not  intended  to  embrace 
the  whole  Contract,  but  was  given  in 
pursuance  of  part  of  it,  and  contained 
no  more  of  it  than  was  necessary  to' 
enable  the  coal  company  to  know  tiow 
much  coal  to  deliver,  and  for  whom, 
aud  the  amount  which  it  should  ad- 
vance.   {Id.) 

See  Pleading.    (5  Lansing.) 

DIVORCE. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  divorce,  brought 
by  the  husband  against  the  wife  for 
adultery,  it  is  proven  that  such  act  of 
adultery  was  in  fact  committed  by  the 
wife  on  a  certain  day.  aud  it  was  also 
shown  that  subsequently  tlie  husl>and 
condoned  such  act  of  the  wife  by 
voluntary  cohabitation,  and  tot  that 
cause  his  complaint  was  dismissed. 

Eeldy  that  the  fact  of  *the  commission  of 
such  adultery  was  no  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent action  by  the  wife  for  the 
recovery  of  her  inchoate  livfht  of 
dower  in  her  husband's  real  estate. 
{Pitts  figt.  Pitts,  ante,  64.) 

2.  It  if>  not  adultery,  which,  of  itself,  can 
bar  dower.  It  must  be  followed  by  a 
conviction  in  a  suit  for  divorce  by  ihe 
husband,  and  such  a  conviction  must  oe 
established  by  the  final  decree  or  judg- 
ment in  the  action,  {bee  2  B.  S.  146, 
$48.)    {Id.) 

3.  The  statutory  provisions  on  the  subject 
of  dower,  confines  the  ettcct  of  adnltei  y 
by  the  wife,  in  barring  her  cUiim  fur 
dower,  to  canes  in  whieh  such  Hdnlterv 
is  establislied  by  a  judgment  of  the 
courL    {Pitts  agt.  PitU,  aate,  3U0.) 

4.  The  effect  of  condonation  restores  the 
wife's  right  to  dotcer,  even  if  forfeited 

.  by  the  adulteiy,  and  j^f  such  fact  is 
found  in  the  divorce  suit,  the  previous 
adulterv  works  no  forfeiture.     {Affirm 
inq  S.  iJ.  at  »i>eicial  term  ante  p.  64.) 
(/rf.| 

5.  This  court,  at  general  term,  can  not 
only  euieriain  an  apnea!  trnm  an  order 
granting   nlimony.  liut  may   order  a 

.  1-eference  toasceriain  anniuihle  nmonnt 
to  be  allowed.  {Oalingei'  »\p.  O'alift- 
ger,  61  Barb  ,  31.) 

6.  A  decree  for  divorce  should  not  direct 
the  payment  by  the  defuudaat  of 
arrears  of  alimonv.  1'he  plaiutitf 
should  be  left  to  enforce  the  imymeiii 
of  the  alimony  previously  ordered,  in 
the  usual  way.     {Id.) 
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3.  Where  the  defendant's  property  oyer 
and  above  the  debte  owing  bv  him, 
aiaoanted  to  bnt  $12.^50 :  HeUl^  that 
alimonr  to  the  amount  of  $H00  annually 
was  foil  at  moeh  as  should  hate  been 
aUewed  to  the  plaintiff.    {Id. ) 

6.  Tlie  former  conrt  of  chancery,  in  this 
State,  had  no  jnrisdiction  to  grant  di- 
vorces, independent  of  the  statntes  on 
that  unbjecu  {Craiii  agt.  Cavanay  €2 
Barh.,  109.) 

7.  And  the  nrovisions  of  the  Revised 
Siatntes  rtAnting  to  separation  and 
limited  divorces,  do  not  aotborize  the 
conrt,  by  the  decree  in  a  snit  for  sep- 
aration a  meiua  et  Oun-Of  to  allow  a 
gross  sum  to  the  wife  for  her  support, 
and  direct  it  to  be  paid  by  the  hnsband 
in  lien  of  her  dower  and  distributive 
share  in  his  estate.    {Id ) 

8L  Such  a  provision  in  the  decree  being 
void,  the  wife's  right  of  dower  in  her 
hnsband's  estate  after  his  death,  is  un- 
affected by  it.    (Id.) 

9.  The  statute  does  not,  in  terms,  au- 
thorize the  court  to  mHke  anv  decree 
affecting  tiie  right  of  dower.  The  leg- 
islature contemplated  a  reconciliation 
of  the  parties  as  probable ;  hence  the 
provision  it  authorizes  to  be  made  for 
the  wife  is  a  temporary  one.    {Id.) 

10.  The  foundation  of  the  rule  which 
forbids  tl)e  granting  a  decree  of  divorce 
on  the  unsupported  confessions  of  a 
party,  is  the  fear  of  collusion  and  im- 
position on  the  court.  When,  how- 
ever, the  reason  of  the  rule  fails,  the 
role  itself  ceHses.  Hence,  when  the 
confessions  are  made  under  circum- 
stances which  entirely  preclude  sus- 
picion of  collUHion,  or  imiKwiiion,  the 

.  confessions  will  be  received,  and  a 
decree  granted  thereon,  without  other 
evidence.  ( Lyon  agt.  Lyon.  62  Barb., 
138.) 

DESERTER. 
See  iKapRCTOBS  of  Election.  [5  Lam- 

DETERMINATION  OF  CLAIMS  TO 
REAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  An  action  to  compel  the  determination 
.  of  claims  to  real  pn>per!y  if  within 
the  )nrifidiction  of  tne  Supreme  Court, 
and  in  such  action  it  is  its  duty  to  de- 
termine the  questions  as  to  whether 
the  plaintilf  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
sougnt,  and  whether  the  relief  shonld 
be  sought  in  an  action,  or  in  proceed- 
ings under  the  Revised  Statutes.  An 
error  in  deciding  these  questions  does 


not  affect  the  question  of  Jnrisdiction, 
and  the  decision  of  the  court  thereon 
cannot  be  reviewed  collaterally. 
{Fiiher  agt.  Hepbwn,  48  N,  Y.,  41.) 

2.  Whether  the  pioceedingt  to  determine 
the  title  to  real  property  are  by  action 
or  special  proceedings,  the  court  has 
jnrisdiction  over  the  question  of  extra 
allowance  of  costs,  and  the  decision 
cannot  be  set  aside  upon  motion.  {Id.) 

DEVISE. 

Su  Wills.    (48  N.  T.) 

Mugaw  agt.  Fuld  (Mem.),  48  if.  F.^ 

8b6. 
Accumulation.    (5  Lansing.) 

DEVISEE. 
See  Dbvisb.     (5  LanMing.) 

DIRECTORY  STATUTE. 

See  MurnciPAL  Corporatioit.  (5  Lam^ 

ing.) 

DISCONTINVANCB. 
See  Trusts  ahd  Trusters.   (48  N.  F.) 

DISCRETIONARY  POWERS. 

See  ASSESSMBNTS.    (5  LanHng.) 

DISCRETION. 

See  Justice  or  the  Peace.    (5  Lant- 
tn^) 
Municipal  Corporatioit.    (/d) 
Practice.    {Id.) 

DISORDERLY  PERSON. 

See  Jurisdiction.    (5  Lansing.) 

DISQUALIFICATION      OF      WIT- 
NESS. 

See  Witness.    (5  LanHng. ) 

DONOR  AND  DONEE. 

See  Gift.    (5  Laming.) 

!DO\VER. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  divoreey  brought 
by  the  husband  against  the  wife  f#r 
a^nltAiy,  ic  is  proven  thst  such  act  of 
adultery  was  in  fact  committed  by  the 
wife  on  a  certain  day.  and  it  was  also 
shown  that  subsequently  the  husband 
condoned  such  act  of  the  wife  by 
voluntary  cohabitation,  and  for  that 
cause  his  complaint  was  dismisaed. 
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Meld^  that  the  fact  of  the  commission  of 
sacb  adultery  wtts  no  bar  to  a  eabse- 
quent  actioa  by  the  \tife  for  the 
recovery  of  her  inchojile  fight  of 
dower  lit  her  hosbuud's  real  estate. 
{Pitts  agt.  Pitttt  ante,  64.) 

2.  It  is  not  adoltery,  which,  of  itself,  can 
bar  dower.  It  mast  be  followed  by  a 
conviction  in  a  suit  for  divorce  by  the 
hosbaud,  and  such  a  conviction  must  oe 
establislied  by  the  final  decree  or  judg- 
ment in  the  action.  (/6«  2  i?.  A  146, 
♦  48.)    {Id.) 

3.  ThestatntorrproTiHionson  the  subject 
of  dower,  con&ues  tlie  effect  of  adultery 
by  the  wife,  in  barring  her  claim  for 
dower,  to  cases  in  which  such  adultery 
is  established  by  a  judgment  of  i&e 
anwL    {Pittt  agt.  PitU,  ante,  300.) 

4.  The  effect  of  condonation  restores  the 
wife^s  right  to  dower,  even  if  forfeited 
by  the  adultery,  and  if  such  fact  is 
found  in  the  divorce  suit,  the  previous 
Adultery  works  no  forfeiture.  {Affirm 
ing  8.  V.  at  special  term  ante  p.  64.) 

See  Deed.    {Si  Barb.) 
Divorce.    (62  Barb.)  * 
EviDBNCB.    (5  Lansing.) 
KOBIfiCLOSITKB.     {Id,) 

.    DRAFT. 

See  B1LL8  OF  ExCHAKOB.    (61  Barb.) 


E. 

EARNEST  MONEY. 

See  Frauds,  Statute  op.  (5  Lansing.) 

EASEMENT. 

1.  S.,  being  the  owner  of  a  block  of 
stores  numbered  1,  2,  3  and  4,  respect- 
ively, constructed  a  railway  trans- 
versely through  the  cellars  ol  Nos.  1,' 
2  and  3  for  the  benefit  of  No.  4.  He 
Bold  and  conveyed  to  different  pur- 
chaserf  No«.  1.  2  and  3,  reserving  in 
the  deed  the  railway  and  the  right  to 
kiAself  and  assigns  to  pass  and  repass 
at  pleasure.  Subsequently  the  owners 
of  Nos.  1,  2  and  S,  being  desirous  of 
extinguishing  the  li^ht  of  way  and 
closing  up  the  openings  for  th'e  rail- 
way, purchased  No.  4.  In  the  deed 
thereof  S.  relinquished  to  the  grantees 
all  his  right  and  title  to  the  railway, 
and  thereupon  the  owner  of  No.  2 
built  a  solid  stone  wall  between  it  and 
No.  3,  without  obje<;tion  from  the 
owner  of  the  latter.    The  owner  of 


No.  3,  having  rabeeqnentlf  beeome 
owner  of  No.  4,  claimed  the  right  of 
way,  npon  the  g^nnd  that  the  ame- 
nent  to  extinguish  it  was  by  parol  and 
therefore  void.  Beld,  that  the  right 
of  way,  having  been  created  by  deed, 
.was  not  extinguished  by  uon-nser,  and 
that  it  was  a  freehold  interest,  but 
that  the  parol  agreement,  having  been 
paitially  performed,  was  valid  and 
operative  as  an  equitable  estoppel  to 
extiusmish  the  rignt  of  way.  (Pope 
BKL  (yaaxa,  48  N.  T,,  446.) 

See  Springs.    (61  BarbA 

PnESCBiPTioir.    (5  Lansing.^ 

EJECTMENT. 

6.  To  establish  a  right  to  recover  pos- 
session of  real  estate,  as  against  a  per- 
son claiming  under  a  title  shown  to  be 
invalid,  itossession  and  use  by  the 
plaintiff,  even  without  proof  of  paper 
title,  and  ouster  by  the  defendant,  are 
sufficient  {HopJ^nt  agt.  Mason^  61 
Barb.,  469.) 

See  Parties.    (62  Barb,) 

AccTiOBr*SALB.    {b  Lansing.) 

ELECTION. 

See  Corporation.    (S\  Barb.) 

Inspectors  of  Election.  (5  Xoiu- 

sing.) 

ELECTION  OF  REMEDIES. 

1.  The  remedy  by  an  action,  for  rents, 
by  one  tenant  iu  common  against  an- 
other, is  cumulative,  and  does  not  bar 
the  equitable  adjustment  of  them  on  a 
partition  in  eqnity.  {Scoti  agt  OvLeni- 
serf,  48  If.  T.,  106.) 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

See  Statutes.    (48  N.  T.) 

EMPLOTER  AND  EMPLOYEE. 

See  Evidence.    (^  Lansing.). 
Master  And  Servant.   {Id.) 

'  ENCROACHMENT. 

See  Municipal  Corporation.  (S  Las^ 

sing.) 

ENTRIES. 
See  EviDENCB.    (5Xafinii^. 

ENLISTMENT 
See  Office  Aip  Ofrcbb.    (48  IT.  F.) 
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EQUITABLE  ACTION. 

Sett  ALTBRATIOir    OF    IkSTRDMENT.    (5 

Equitablb  krlief.   yid.) 
Insuranob.    {Id.) 
Peacticb.   (i3) 

EQUITABLE  OWNER. 

Sm  Atiormbt.    (62  Bwrb. ) 

EQUITABLE  RELIEF. 

L  A  moitgage  void  between  the  parties 
may  be  remoTcd,  iu  equity,  at  an  ob- 
strnction  to  the  collection  of  a  judg- 
ment recovered  after  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  but  for  debt  incurred  prior 
to  HUch  execniiou.  {Stowell  agt.  HcuUU, 
•5  Lansin^f,  280) 

EQumr. 

1.  A  party  coming  into  a  court  of  eqnitf , 
and  Hiik'iiig  relief  upon  the  ground  of 
iDidtake,  must  slwtw  that  he  has  used 
due  dili>fence  and  good  faith  to  avoid 
the  oonseqnences  of  the  mistake.  He 
CHunot  obtain  relief  where  his  deliiy 
and  omission  of  duty  has  caused  irre 
parable  mischief  to  the  other  parry. 
{Tfumas  agt.  Bartow,  48  N,  Y.,  193.) 

2.  Where  there  is  a  mistake,  whether  of 
law  or  of  fact,  in  reducing  an  agree- 
ment to  form  or  iu  carrying  it  into 
effect,  equity  will  grant  relief;  but 
where  the  parties  adopt  the  security 
which  is  to  be  used  to  effeotnat#,their 
intention,  if  the  security  shonla  fail, 
from  ignorance  of  the  law  or  from  any 
other  cause,  to  operate  as  the  parties 
intended,  the  courts  cannot  substitute 
any  other  secority  for  the  one  adopted. 
iLannitig  agt  Varp$nUr,  48  N.  Y., 

8m  Covtraots.    (48  if.  F.) 

Mistake.    [Id.) 
See  Municipal  Coepoeatioks.     (61 
Barb.) 

ERASURE. 

See  FoEOEET.    {51kmtviiff.) 

ERROR  OF  FACT. 

See  Peacticb.    (5  Lansvig.) 

ESTATE  IN  LANDS. 

.^Devise.    (.5 JSannn^.) 

ESTATE  OF  INHERITANCE. 

jSI^  Detibb.    (5  Lantivg.) 


ESTOPPEL 

1.  W.  r.  8.  and  M..B.  S.  were  each  the 
owner  of  premises  formerly  united, 
which  wore  subject  to  a  mortgage,  of 
which,  upon  partition,  each  bad  as- 
sumed and  agreed  to  pay  the  one-half. 
W.  O.  S.  paid  his  portion ;  BL  B.  8. 
conveyed  to  R.,  sabjeot  to  one-half  the 
mortgage,  which  R.  assnmed.  R.  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  tKat  W.  C.  8.  had 
(wid  more  than  his  proportion  of  the  pay- 
ments already  made,  and  .understood 
and  believed  ne  was  assuming  but  the 
one-half  remaining  unpaid,  and  he  was 
allowed  bat  that  deduction  from  the 
purchase  price,  W.  C.  8..  who  was 
to  receive  a  benefit  from  the  sale,  was 
present  at  the  execution  of  the  convey- 
ance, knew  R.  was  taking  it  with  such 
understanding  and  belief,  and  did  not 
inform  him  of  the  real  fkett.  In  action 
brought  te  foreclose  the  mort^rage: 
Held^  that  the  rights  and  eqditiee  of 
tlie  parties  interested  iu  the  equity  of 
redemption  oould  properly  be  litigated 

.  and  adjusted  as  between  themselves; 
that  W.  C.  8.  was  estopped  from 
clHiming  the  exclusive  benefits  of  the 
payments  made  by  him  before  R.'s 
purchiive,  and  that  the  balance  due  at 
the  dnte  of  the  purchase  was  charge- 
able equally  upon  the  two  parcels  of 
land.  (Erie  Co,  Savings  Bank  agt. 
Hoop,  48  N.  r.,  292J 

2.  Where  a  deed  is  introduced  in  evi- 
dence by  one  who  is  a  stranger  thereto, 
to  prove  as  against  a  subsequent 
grantee  an  admission  by  the  parties  to 
the  conveyance,  the  grantee  is  net 
estopped  from  proving  that  the  pro- 
vision relied  upon  was  inserted  in  the 
deed  by  mistake.  {Po)ie  agt.  O'Eai-a, 
48  if.  r.,  446.) 

See  Easement.    (48  X.  Y.) 
Judgment,    (/rf) 
Tblkoeaph  Companies.    {Id.) 
Hodden,  agt.  Dimick  (Mem).    {Id., 
661.) 

3.  The  principle  that  when  a  person  has 
induced  another  to  act  upon  his  state- 
ments or  admissions,  made  for  that 
fiirpose,  he  Is  concluded  from  assert- 
ing the  truth,  against  such  statements 
and  admifsions,  nas  been  often  applied 
in  actions  relating  to  real  property. 
(Per  Bock  ks.  J. )  ( Finnegan  agt.  Car- 
ahar,  61  Barb.,  252.) 

4.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  it  appeared 
in  evidence  that  the  defendant,  at  the 
time  tbe  summons  and  complaint  were 
eerved  upon  him,  being  then  upon  the 
premises,  told  the  person  serving  the 
pnperfl,  in  substance,  that  he  lived  in 
or  was  in  possession  of  the  house,  and 
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service  waa  made  apon  Uie  faith  of 
thttt  ttatenient:  Ifeld^  that  the  defend- 
toil  was  estopped  from  denying  that  he 
was  iu  actual  occupation  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.     [Id.) 

J.  £.  subscribed  for  twenty  sharee  of  the 
defendant's  stock,  of  $l00  per  share, 
paid  ten  per  eeuf .  down  and  agreed  to 
pay  the  balance  on  call  of  the  direc- 
tors. Several  catis  upon  £.  were 
made,  and  payments  made  by  him 
porsnant  thereto  to  the  amonnt  of 
$1,000.  Other  calls  not  being  met  by 
E.,  a  snit  was  commenced  against  him 
by  defendants,  for  recovery  of  the 
balance  due,  and  as  to  all  but  the  in- 
stallment due  under  a  last  call  of  $200, 
he  sustained  the  defense  of  the  statute 
of  limitations.  A  judgment  was  re- 
covered by  defendant  for  the  balance 
dne  under  the  last  call,  which  was 
collected  from  £.  by  execution ;  after- 
ward the  defendant  passed  a  resolution 
forfeiting  all  shares  of  stock  upoi^ 
which  any  amount  remained  unpaid. 
The  plaintiff  having  been  anpoint«d 
receiver  of  E.'s  property,  used  in  this 
action  to  compel  the  issue  to  him.  as 
suofa,  of  the  shares  of«tock  subscribed 
for  by  £.,  demand  therefore  having 
been  made  of  the  defendant  and  de- 
livery refused. 

Held  (Miller,  P.  J.  dissenting),  that  the 
defendant  was  not  estopped  by  the 
judgment  recovered  agaijist  £f.  and 
payment  thereof,  from  setting  up  as  a 

\  defense  in  this  action  the  non-payment 
for  and  forfeititie  of  such  shares. 
[Johnton  agt.  Albany  and  Susque/ianna 
B.  M,  Co.,  5  Lanting,  222.) 

5e«  Principal  AND  Agext.    (62  5ar6.) 
iStc  Auction  Sale.    (5  Lansing.) 

Lien.    {Id.) 

Frauds  Statute  op.     {Id.) 

EVICTION. 

8tt  Covenant  of  Warranty.  (5  Lans- 
ing.) 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiffss  previous  to 
commencing  their  action  afraiust  the 
defendant,  a  telegraph  company,  for 
damages  in  coneeouence  uf  a  negli- 
gent failure  to  send  their  message  in 

i  time,  write  a  letter  to  the  defendant 
giving  a  detailed '  statement  of  their 
version  of  the  facts  nfH>n  which  they 
claim  damages,  and  snch  letter  is  not 
answered  by  the  defendant,  but  is  de- 
tained by  It,  without  an)r  answer,  it  is 
not  admissible  on  the  tr  ial  as  eitidence 
for  the  pirtinlirts.  (  Waring  ti^t.  United 
States  TtUgraph  Cvmjjang,  ante.  CO.)      { 


2.  It  would  be  prepoMterons  to  bold  that, 
all  the  facts  (<tHted  in  such  a  letter  were 
admitted  by  the  cor|K>ration,  becauae^ 
tlie  pi*e8idcrit,  secretary,  or  some  ofBcer 
of  tne  company,  on  as  application  for 
cora|)eiisa>iun  fvr  alleged  daiAages,  did- 
not  by  letter  deny  the  truth  of  them. 
(Id.) 

3.  Inference  from  a  party  pre«ervirg  a. 
silence  is  considered  a  very  dangemui* 
kind  of  evidence,  and  Ss  to  be  kepw 
within  very  strict  limits.    (Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a 
pier  for  personal  injuries,  resulting  in 
death,  it  might  be  conceded  that  if  the- 
pier  was  in  an  unsafe  condition  at  the 
time  it  was  leased  to  lessees,  some 
fourteen  months  prior  to  the  accident,, 
the  lessees  then  being  in  possession^ 
would  not  afford  a  defense  a^inst  a. 
claim  upon  tlie  owners  for  such  mjraies, 
arising  from  such  defect,  and  where 
there  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  timbers  at  the  time 
of  giving  of  the  lease,  but  it  wa» 
assumed  uy  the  judge  at  the  trial  that 
it  might  be  inferred  from  general  know- 
ledge of  the  length  of  time  required  for 
wood  to  become  rotten,  but  in  this  case 
it  could  not  occur  In  the  time  interven- 
ing between  the  making  of  the  lease 
and  the  happening  of  the  accident ;  and 
the  only  evidence  upon  the  subject 
was  that  it  would  require  the  lapse 
of  fifteen  years  before  such  timbers 
would  become  so  rotten : 

Held,  that  it  was  impossible  that  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the.  jury,  in  finding 
forjftHiiiiitfi  conld  be  sustained  by  snch 
eviOTnce  and  that  the  court  erred  in 
snhmi'ling  the  inquiry  which  he  did  to- 
the  jiii-v.  {Swords  agt.  Edgar,  aaU^ 
139.) 

6.  Where  a  disnnted  question  of  fact  ha» 
been  fully  subnutteu  to  the  jury,  iheij 
verdict  thereon  cannot  be  distarl>ed 
upon  any  opinion  which  may  be  enter- 
tained by  lue  court  on  a  review,  as  t<» 
which  way  the  confiict  shonld  have 
been  decided.  {Head  agt.  Smithy  ante, 
476.) 

7.  Where  the  plaintiff  reads  a  portion  or 
the  detendaiit*s  aiiswer  to  ihe  jury  as 
evidence  to  contradict  the  witnesses  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  jury,  notwith- 
standing, find  tlie  facts  ni  accordance 
with  the  de/endant's  witnessed,  the 
objection  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  de- 
fendant by  his  answer  is  estopped  fron> 
setting  up  these  facts,  cannot  prevail  to 
disturb  the  verdict  of  the  jury.     {Id.) 

ffeld,  that  the  defense  in  this  case,  tliat 
the  promissory  note  apon  which  the 
action  was  brought  was  procured  bj^ 
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frand,  and  that  tlie  pluintiff  wns  not  a 
bona  iide  holder  for  value  withoot  no- 
tice, ooald  not  be  austaiued.     {Id.) 

7.  An  entry  was  made  upon  the  jonrnal 
of  a  bank'  in  the  regular  day's  business, 
charging  certain  mortgages  held  by 
the  bank  to  the  president  and  principal 
stockholder,  «vbo  was  the  moriKagor, 
against  a  credit  to  him  of  a  larger 
amount  appearing  Q(K>n  the  books  of 
the  bank.  The  book-kee^ier,  who  made 
the  entry,  had  no  recollection  of  the 
transacuon.  The  morrgages  were  sub- 
sequently transferred  by  the  bank  to  a. 
boiia  fide  purchaser  for  their  face,  the 
president  and  the  bank  represeutinj^ 
them  to  be  wholly  unsatisfied  and  valid 
liens.  In  an  action  by  a  subsequent 
incnmbrancer  to  remove  the  liens  of 
the  mortgages :  Hefd^  that  the  entry 
alone,  without  some  evidence  of  its 
adoption  by  the  mortgagor  and  the 
bank,  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  the 
payment  of  the  mortgages ;  and  the 
subsequent  action  of  both,  in  negotia- 
ting the  mortgages,  rebutted  any  in- 
ference  of  acquiesence  or    adoption. 

( Whitekotise  nut.  Bank  of  Coopo'ttown. 
48  N,  r.,  239.) 

8.  Where*  in  an  action  upon  a  written 
instrument,  the  K^^ne  is  as  to  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  signature  thereto,  other 
pa|>ers  executed  by  defendant,  thesii;- 
natures  to  which  are  conceded  to  be 
genuine,  but  which  are  not  properly  in 
evidence  for  other  imrposes.  cannot  be 
received  in  evidence  or  submitted  to 
the  jury  to  Enable  them  to  compare 
the  signatures,  and  thus  draw  a  con- 

V  elusion  as  to  the*  genuineness  of  the 
one  in  ouec^tion.  (liandoluk  agt. 
ZoughUn,  48  N.  Y,,  456.) 

9.  When  the  receipt  given  by  an  ex- 
press company,  upon  receiving  u  pack- 
age for  traiidporiatioii  which  contains 
the  contract,  is  lost,  but  a  sworn  cony 

'  theieof  is  produced,  an  enuy  of  tne 
transaction  made  in  the  boolcs  of  the 
company  by  the  clerk  receiving  the 
package  is  not  com]>etent  evidence  for 
The  purpose  of  gliowing  what  the  con- 
tract was,  nor  is  evidence  of  the  cus- 
tom of  the  company  to  make  special 
entry  in  8uch  cases  of  contracts  ot  th6 
nature  of  the  one  claimed,  and  thtit  in 
.the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  such 
emrv  (Heed  agt.  U.  S.  £xpress  Co.. 
48  iV.  r.,  4Gr>.; 

30.  Where  the  preliminary  proof  of  loss 
and  of  coniparJBon  htis  been  given  to 
make  a  copy  of  a  contract  evidence, 
the  copy  is  legally  of  as  high  an  order 
of  proof  as  would  have  been  the  orig- 


inal, and  parol  proof  cannot  be  given 

Vol-  XLIV.  36 


to  weaken  or  alter  the  contract  Urns 
established.    {Id.) 

11.  Plaintiff,  as  a  witness  for  himself, 
was  asked  to  state  what  notes  he  had 
guaranteed.  He  answered  from  a 
written  memorandum  furnished  him 
by  defendants.  Held,  that  the  ques- 
tion was  proper,  as  it  simply  called 
for  a  description  merely,  not  the  con- 
tents of  the  notes,  and  that  the  mem- 
orandum as  an  admission  of  defend- 
ants, was  proper  evidence.     [Id.) 

12.  M.,  one  of  the  defendants,  as  a  wit- 
ness for  them,  was  asked  to  state 
whether,  if  the  notes  had  been  left  for 
collection,  they  would  .  have  been 
placed  to  collection  account;  also, 
whether,  if  the  money  had  been  paid 
to  the  bank  for  the  notes,  he  would 
have  given  a  certificate  of  deposit. 
//eu2,  that  the  question  was  purely 
hypothetical,  and  the  evidence  was 
properly  excluded.     (Id.) 

13.  Where,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  de- 
fendant claims  title  to  the  locus  in.  quo 
bv  adverse  possession,  tlie  declarations 
of  a  former  occupant  under  whom  de- 
fendant claims  i.re  admissible  as  evi- 
dence, to  characterize  his  possession  as 
adveise  to  any  title  of  tne  plaintiff*; 
and  this  is  competent  under  a  general 
plea  of  title,  without  allegations  that 
title  is  claimed  bv  adverse  possessions. 
(Morss  agt.  Salulury,  48  N.  JT.,  636.) 

See  Chattrl  Mort«.\gb.    (48  K,  Y.) 
Contracts.    (Id.) 
Deed.    (7rf.)^ 

KoitMKR  ADjrDICATION.      (Id.) 

Pleadings,    (fd.) 

SiiirpiNG.     (Id.) 

Statutes.    (Id.) 

Steamboats.    (Id.) 

ThiAL.     (Id.) 

TiursTS  AND  Trustees.    (Td ) 

Green  a'jt.  Plank  (Mem.)   (48  ^.  Fl, 

669.) 
Baldwin    agt   Bald   (Ifem.).     (Id.. 

673.) 
Ki'om  agt.  Levy  (Mem.).     (Id.y  679.> 
Wau^h  a>:i.  ^ULding  (Mtan.).     (Id.f 

681.) 

14.  A  record  book  of  protests,  kept  by  a 
notary,  is  the  best  evidence  of  the  en- 
tries therein  ;  and  if  such  entries  are 
competent  for  any  purpose,  the  hooM 
should  be  produced  or  shown  to  be  lost, 
before  parol  evidence  of  the  entries  can 
be  ^'i yen.  ( Genel  agt.  Lawyer^  61  Barb.,. 
211  ) 

15.  Although  the  declarations  of  a  grants- 
or.  accompanying  the  conveyance  of 
real  estate  to  his  sons,  or  accompany- 
ing the  giving  of  personal  property  tjft 
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them,  are  competent  evidence  as  res 
ffestcBt  on  the  question  whether  snch 
reai  estate  or  personal  property  were 
advancements;  vet  snch  declarations 
are  not  admissible  to  contradict  the 
plain  terms  and  legal  intendment  of  a 
writing  governing  the  traiisuction. 
[Sanford  agt.  Sanfwrd^  61  Barb.,  293.) 

16.  In  an  action  wherein  the  plHintiflT, 
one  of  the  children,  and  the  widow  of 
a  decedent,  are  interested  on  one  side, 
and  the  devisees  and  executors  are  in- 
terested on  the  other  side,  the  attorney 
by  whom  the  will  was  drawn  may  be 
allowed  to  *  ;^:ify  a^  to  the  making  of 
an  a>;reement  between  the  testator  and 
his  wife,  at  the  time  the  will  was 
drawn,  in  regard  to  a  bequest  of 
f  10,000  to  the  widow,  being  in  lien  of 
a  proposed  gift  of  a  $5,000  note ;  and 
as  to  what  was  said  by  and  between 
the  testator  and  his  wife,  and  to  the 
witness  on  that  sahject ;  and  that  the 
will  was  drawn  in  conformity  with 
such  agreement.    {Id.) 

17.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled 
to  recover,  under  the  evidence,  the 
only  real  <^nestion  relating  to  the 
amount,  the  jury  have  a  right  to  rely 
ioT  that  on  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
ealcnlating  and  stating  it,  where  there 
is  no  contradiction  of  such  testimony. 
{PUntif  agt.  Tke  GUnt  Fall*  In*.  Com- 
IMuiy, '61  £ar6.,  335.) 

18.  An  oral  agreement,  connected  with 
a  contract  in  writing,  may  be  proved 

I  bv  parol,  if  subsequent  and  independ- 
ent. (Smith  agt  Holland,  61  Barb., 
33a) 

Set  Promissobt  Notes. 
Witness. 

19.  (^nfeftsions  are  not,  alone,  sufficient 
to  establish  a  charge  of  adultery.  A 
sentence  of  divorce  will  not  be  given 
npoii  the  sole  confessions  of  the  parties. 
{Lyon  agt  Lyon,  63  Barb.,  138.) 

20.  Evidence,  in  order  to  corroborate, 
must  relate  to  some  portion  of  the  evi- 
dence which  is  material  to  the  issue. 
[Id.) 

21 .  The  general  rule  is.  that  the  declara* 
tion  of  an  agent,  made  in  reference  to 

^he  subject  matter  of  the  agency,  while 
Engaged  in  tlie  business,  bind  the  prin- 
cipal.    (Mattuon  airt  The  New  Kotk 
CeiUraL  Bailroad  Co.,  62  Barb.,  964.) 

22.  The  declarations  of  an  agent  of  a 
railroad  company,  who  was  in  charge 
of  a  gang  of  men  employed  in  relaying 
ties,  that  there  was  sufficient  time  to 
relay  them  before  the  arrival  of  the 
next  train,  are  admissaUe  against  the 


company,  being  a  part  of  the  rei  ^etto. 

23.  In    action   by   husband   and   wife, 
against  a  railroad  company,  to  recover 
damages  for  a  personal  injury  to  the 
wife,  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant,  statements  of  the  wife, 
in  regard  to  her  health  and  condition, 
made  to  a  physician  called  to  prescribe 
for  her,  after  the  injury,  maV  be  re- 
ceived to  show  the  symptoms  iot  which 
he  prescribed,  and  the  disease,  if  any, 
under  which  she  was  then  laboring. 
Tlie  jury  has  the  right  to  know  for 
what  disease,  or  symptoms  of  disease 
and  injury  the  physician  prescrilied, 
and  for  the  evidence  of  wnich  he  re- 
lied,   necessarilv,    on    the    patient's 
statements,    {id.}    • 

24.  It  is  competent  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries, 
for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  injuries 
were  permanent — that  »he  will  not 
probably  recover  Irom  the  effects. 
ad) 

25.  A  physician  may  be  asked  to  ^ve 
his  opinion  as  to  tHe  c  use  of  a  spinal 
difficuliy  he  has  testified  a  patient  was 
affiicted  with.  But  in  such  a  case  he 
must  state  the  facts  on  which  bis  opin- 
ion is  tooiided.     (/<^) 

26.  A  memorandum  in  the  handwritinjr 
of  a  phvsician  and  surgeon,  in  an 
account  book  kept  by  him,  of  the  time 

**  a  child  was  born,  at  whose  birth  be 
|h<ttended,  cannot  be  reseived  as  evi- 
dence of  the  time  of  the  birth,  after 
the  death  ot  the  physician,  unless  it  is 
sustained  bv  proof  of  its  truth.  {Mat- 
ter of  Paige,  62  Barb.,  476.) 

27.  On  an  application  to  the  Surrogate 
to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will  on  the 

f  round  of  the  non-age  of  the  testator, 
eclaratinns  of  the  testator  as  to  what 
was  his  age  are  inadmissable.    {Id.) 

28.  When  a  plaintiff's  character  for  chas- 
tity is  directly  in  issue  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  damages,  it  is  incompetent  to 
disparage  it  by  provin;^  specific  acts  of 
lewdness  and  immorality.  {Ford  agt. 
Joiiet,  62  Barh.,  484.) 

29.  In  snch  a  case  it  is  error  to  mie  that 
the  plaintiffs  character  for  chastity 
can  be  attacked  only  by  proof  of  gen- 
eral reputation.     [Id ) 

30.  If  testimony  apparently  contradic- 
tory can  be'  reconciled,  if  by  any 
proper  view  it  can  all  be  made  consis- 
tent, this  is  the  duty  of  conrts,  as  welt  as 
juries,  to  attempt  Its  weight  is  never 
a  question  of  law,  fur  a  court,  except 
in  cases  where  it  cannot  be  so  recou- 
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oiled  and    explained.      ( Wan'en  agt. 
ffaight,62  Barb.,  490.) 

3L  When  incompetent  evidence  has  been 
received,  it  is  the  dnty  of  the  party 
offering  it  to  show  that  it  was  harm- 
leMR.  (Eoerti  agt.  EoerU,  62  Barb., 
677.; 

See.  Appeal.    |'62  Barh) 
DivoitCB.     ((>i  Barb.) 
Gift.     (6*-  Barh:) 
Marriage.     (Gz  Barh.) 
Kailuoad  Companies.    {^  Barh.) 
Witness. 

32.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  jndument 
debtor's  Hitsigument  of  a  bond  and 
imrtgH^e  thnuivh  a  third  person  to  his 
wite,  tlie  debtor's  exainiiiaiion  on 
8iip(denienuiry  proceedings  is  not  ad- 
misr^ibie  in  evidence  against  the  as- 
siuoifei*.  [pennttt  agt.  McQaiit,  5 
Lamtingy  183.) 

■33  Evidence  of  the  circnmstances  under 
which  the  contract  was  made,  of  the 
reiaiioiis  ot  the  oarties  and  of  the 
usaige  ot  tlie  iraae  is  admissible  to 
ehow  the  meaning  of  the  words  *'  his 
•crop  of  flux/'  in  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  n  ix  between  dealers  in  that  article. 
{Goodrich  agt.  Suvetu, 5  Lading,  280.) 

34.  Accordingly  heid  that  the  amount  ot 
the  current  year's  production  which 
the  party  contracting  to  deliver  had 
on  hand  at  tlie  time  of  the  making  of 
the  contract,  by  purchase  as  well  as 
by  production,  was,  in  view  of  extrin- 
sic evidence,  intended  by  these  words 
in  such  a  contract     {Id.) 

35.  The  rnle  which  excludes  evidence  of 
exirinsic  circumntauces  in  explanation 
of  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  dis- 
cussed and  explained  per  f  abkbr,  J. 
{Id.) 

36.  An  objection  that  an  order  for  aKicIes 
sold  is  inadmissible  in  evidence  nnder 
the  revenue  laws,  is  untenable,  as  con- 
gress cannot  prescribe  what  Jiay  or 
may  not  be  evidence  in  the  courts  ox 
this  sttite.  (  Gilbert  agt  JSagef  5  Lan*- 
vig,  287.) 

37.  It  appearing  that  a  single  witness  as 
to  the  value  of  the  lot  was  sworn  be- 
fore commissioners,  appointed  to  ap- 
praise property  taken  for  railroad  pur- 
poses, who  testified  that  he  lived  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  premises,  that  he  knew, 
from  wHat  others  said,  the  value  of 
real  estate  in  the  vicinity,  and  stated 
the  market  value  and  amount  paid  for 
other  lots  in  the  neighborhood. 

MeU^  that  the  evidence  was  competent 
and  sufficient  upon  the  question  of 
yalne.    ( Matter  of  Bondout  and  Oatsego 


Railroad  Co.  agt.  Veyo.  5  Laneinq. 
298.) 

38.  The  commissioners  need  not,  how- 
ever, be  controlled  by  the  evidence 
taken  before  them  as  to  the  value  of 
the  property,  but  must  decide  accord- 
ing to  their  own  judgment;  and  an 
award  made  without  testimony  would 
be  regular.    (Id.) 

39.  Evidence  as  to  the  intended  nse  of  the 
laud  to  be  taken,  held  admissible  as  a 
part  ot  the  retgestcc,  to  show  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  land  was 
taken,  and  its  situation  when  appro- 
priated.   (Id.) 

40.  The  admission  of  testimony  to  the 
effect  that  the  road  would  damage  the 
lot  of  wliich  the  laud  taken  was  a  part, 
but  that  the  takiuvr  of  the  piece  would 
not  much  depreciate  tlie  value  of  the 
property,  as  it  was  left  open  for  a  road, 
does  not  justify  a  reversal  ol  the  pro- 
ceedings,    [la.) 

41.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  breach  of 
warranty  iu  the  sale  of  a  chattel. 

Held,  that  the  price  for  which  the  pur- 
chaser resold  the  chattel  was  inadmis- 
sible as  evidence  of  value.  {Boe  agt 
Bansoii,  5  Lansing^  304.) 

42.  An  objection  to  such  evidence,  as 
immaterial  and  improper,'  is  sufficient 
(Id.) 

43.  In  a  highway  commissioner's  action 
to  recover  a  penalty  for  obstructing  a 
highway,  wnere,  as  part  of  tli^  evi- 
dence of  a  legal  highway,  posting  of 
notices  of  a  freeholders'  meeting  (f  J7. 
S.f  514,  ^  59)  iu  three  pUces  is  shown, 
and  no  objection  made  that  they  are 
not  shown  to  have  been  posted  for  the 
required  time,  &.C.,  it  will  be  assumed 
that  they  have  been  sufficiently  and 
legally  posted.  (Cooper  agt  Bean^  5 
Ijanstng,  318.; 

44.  Nor  wilt  objection  to  a  referee's  find- 
ing, **  that  the  application  and  proceed- 
ings were,  in  manner  and  form,  as 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  that  the 
commissioners  properly  laid  out  the 
highway"  on  the  ground  that  the 
notices  were  not  sufficientlr  posted, 
without  a  re<^ue8t  for  a  specific  finding, 
raise  a  question  on  appeal  as  to  ibe 
sufficiency  of  the  notice.    (Id.) 

45.  It  seems  the  order  of  highway  com- 
missiouers  to  lay  oat  a  higbwa3r,  intro- 
duced in  evidence  without  objection, 
to  prove  the  existence  of  a  highway, 
in  an  action  for  obstructing  it  is  pri$ita 
facie  evidence  of  the  commissionen' 
jurisdiction.    (Id.) 
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46.  Fact«  RFSDmed  apon  the  trial  as  ex- 
isrinj;  will  be  regarded  on  appeal  as 
admitted.    {Id.) 

47.  In  an  action  for  obstmctin^  a  hiph- 
way,  it  seems  the  defendant,  over 
whose  land  the  way  passes,  may  show 
failure  to  notify  him  to  remove  his 
fences,  as  reqnired  by  section  96  (1  R. 
S.,  520),  in  proof  that  the  alleged  high- 
way does  not  legally  exipt.    \ld.) 

48.  An  objection  that  an  assessment  for 
expense  of  the  highway  was  not  as- 
certained by  a^rreeinent,  and  not  as- 
sessed in  manner  prescribed  by  law 
cannot  be  alleged  as  an  obiection  to 
the  legal  existence  of  the  highway. 
{Id,] 

49.  In  an  action  bronght  to  recover  a 
balance  of  money  received,  entries 
made  in  a  memorandnm  bonk  by  a 
deceased  third  party  (the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff)  were  allowed  to  be  given  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  moneys  by  the  defendant. 

ffeldy  error  for  which  the  Jndirment 
shonld  be  reversed.  {Miller  age.  Clarky 
5  Lansing ^  388.) 

50.  Evidence  ie  inadmissible  in  an  act'on 
against  a  railroad  corporation  lor  neg- 
ligently canaing  death,  to  show  an 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
her  attorney  as  to  the  measure  of  his 
compensation  ai:d  the  terms  on  which 
he  WHS  to  commence  and  prosecate 
the  action  for  her  as  such  attorney, 
there  being  no  issne  in  respect  to  the 
proper  parties  to  tho  action  and  no 
other  issne  to  which  such  evidence 
was  material.  (Cooitagt.  iV.  F.  Cen- 
tral R.  R.  Co.f  5  Lansing^  401.) 

51.  |In  this  action  the  admission  of  such 
evidence  was  held  to  be  snfficieiit 
ground  for  reversal  of  the  judgment,  it 
appearing  that  an  agreement  was  made 
for  corapeiiBation  out  of  the  amount 
recovered,  on  the  ground  that  such 
evidence  tended  to  prejudice  the  mind 
of  the  jury  agaiost  the  defendant. 
[Id.) 

5'i.  Testimony  of  a  deceased  witness 
before  a  coroner's  inquest,  held  upon 
the  bodv  of  plahitiff' s  intestate,  is  in 
admiosible,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  such  action,  although  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  was  represented  by 
conneel  upon  such  inquest.  Tlie  in- 
qnePt  is  not  in  any  seuKe  an  action  or 
judicial  proceeding  between  the  par- 
ties.    {Id,) 

33.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany, for  negligently  C4insing  the  death 
of  au  employe,  the  claim  to  recover 


was  founded  upon  the  alleged  incom- 
petency of  M.,  a  switch  tender,  and 
fellow-employe  of  the  deceased  by 
whose  negligence,  in  misplHcing  a 
switch,  it  was  alleged,  the  accident 
had  occurred  which  occasioned  the 
death ;  and  it  was  claimed  that  th»  de- 
fendant had  retained  M.  in  its  employ 
with  knowledge  of  his  nnfitnei'S.  as  he 
had  been  responsible  for  a  similar  ao 
cident  which  had  happened  at  the 
same  place.    {Id.) 

Heldt  the  evidence  justifying  an  infer- 
ence that  M.  had  mifiplaced  the  switch, 
tliat  an  offer  by  the  defendant  to  show 
that  the  switch  had  probablv  beeo 
chan|^ed  by  some  one  in  M.'s  absence, 
was  improperlv  rejected.  {Baulec  agt. 
J\'ew  York  ancl  iiarUm  R.  R.  Qo,,  5 
Laming ^  436.) 

54.  ffeldf  also,  that  evidence  to  show 
that,  after  the  provious  accident,  the 
person  having  charge  of  defendant's 
track,  who  placed  the  twitches  and 
employed  the  switch  tenders,  inveed- 
gHted  'the  circumstances  of  that  acci- 
dent and  reported  thereon  to  defend- 
ant's superintendent,  and  was  told  br 
him  to  rettiin  M.  iii  the  defendants 
employ,    was    improperly    excluded. 

55.  So«  also,  that  snch  person  reported 
to  the  company,  after  such  invesiiga- 
tion,  that  he  found  M.  free  from  negii- 
ireiice  respecting    the    first   accident. 

(Id.) 

56.  A  party  to  an  action  is  not  excluded 
from  testifying,  as  ajGrainsi  an  heir-at- 
law,  etc.,  under  $  399  of  ihe  Code,  in 
regard  to  a  conven<ation  between  a 
deceased  testator  and  a  third  peition, 
as  tending  to  show  a  persojial  transac- 
tion or  communication  between  the 
witness  and  deceased.  {Sanford  agt. 
ISanfordy  5  Lansing ^  486.) 

57.  But  testimony  as  to  statement*  made 
by  the  deceased  to  a  third  person,  in 
regard  to  the  character  of  grants  of 
land,  or  flinposiiions  of  moneys,  pre- 
Tiou.><lv  made  to  his  children,  is  inad- 
missible against  them,  to  show  the 
same  to  have  been  advancements,  as 
hearsay.    (Id.) 

58.  In  an  action  betwef  n  next  of  kin. 
the  nlaintitf  called  his  brat  her,  one  of 
the  defendants,  wh'o  testified  to  having 
written  letters  (which  were  produced) 
to  their  deceased  father,  in  which  the 
fact  was  stated  that  the  father  had 
given  him  (the  witness)  a  certain  sum 
of  money. 

Eeld,  that  it  was  proper  for  the  witness 
to  explain,  on  cross-examination,  the 
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chamcter  of  the  alleged  gift.,  and  to 
«)i<iw  tliHt  it  WH8  not  in  the  nHtara  of 
an  advMUcement,  allhongh  objection 
wad  made  that  the  testimony  related 
to  a  transaction  or  commnnication  be- 
tween witness  and  the  deceased,  which 
had  not  been  called  for  on  the  direct 
examination.     {Id.) 

59.  A  promissory  note,  taken  in  the 
name  of  lipsband  and  wife,  snrvives  to 
the  wife  on  tiie  decease  of  the  hus- 
band ;  and,  in  an  action  for  disiribation 
of  the  personal  property  of  the  hns- 
band,  she  may  show  that  it  was  ap- 
praised  as  part  of  snch  estate  by  hei;, 
procurement,  bnt  under  misapprehen- 
fliou  of  ber  rights.    {Jd.) 

60.  And  it  may  be  shown  in  snch  action 
that  a  legacy  to  the  widow,  in  hen  of 
dower  and  of  all  claims  against  the 
testator's  estate,  was  inserted  in  the 
will  upon  an  understanding  between 
the  testator  and  his  wite  that  it  should 
lie  in  lieu  of  such  note,  and  of  all 
claims  against  his  estate.    {Id.) 

61.  And  ibis  fact  may  be  shown  by  the 
testimony  uf  the  attorney  who  received 
instructions  from  the  testator  for  the 
pre  pa  mi  ion  of  the  will  and  prepared 
It.     (Id) 

€2.  On  the  trial  of  an  aetion  for  damages, 
on  account  of  injuries  received  from 
the  falling  of  an  upper  berth  upon  the 
plaintiff,  while  sleeping  ab  a  passenger 
4m  the  defendant's  boat,  in  the  berth 
l>eneath,  the  plaintiff  objected  to  the 
defendant's  showing,  by  its  agent,  who 
testified  to  an  acquaintance  with  the 
^oubtructiou  of  the  berths  of  steam- 
boats, that  the  berth  in  qneatiun  was 
properly  -constructed. 

ffeld,  that  the  evidence  shonid  have  been 
received.  {Tiuiiet/  anft.  Neie  Jeiseu 
Steamboat  Co.y  5  lADuing^  50/.) 

•63.  And  where  the  question  wns  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  injuries  to  the  plain- 
tiff's   sight,    and    the    defendant    re- 
qnested  a  charge,  that  **  considering 
Uie  extraordinary  character  of  the  in- 
jnries    alleged  in  this  case,  and  the 
jcreat  difficulty  attendant  upon    their 
proper    iuvemigation,    great    weight 
«hould  be  given  by  the   jury  to  the 
■opiuiou  of  scientific  witnesses,  accus- 
tomed to  investigate  the  causes  and 
effects  of  the  injuries  to  the  eye,  and 
a  disiini'tion  should  be  made  in  favor 
of  the  opinion  of  those  accustomed  to 
use  the  most  perfect  instruments  and 
{irocesses,   Hna    who    are    acquainted 
-with   the  most   recent  discoveries  of 


science,  and  roost  improved  methods 
of  treatment  and  investigation,^ 

Htld,  that  the  charge  was  proper  and 
should  have  been  made,    (id.) 

64.  Held,  further,  where  the  injuries  (if 
any)  were  shown  to  be  merely  tempo- 
rarv  loss  of  sight,  that  a  verdict  of 
$5,000  was  excessive.    {Id.) 

65.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
goods  purchased  by  the  defendants 
from  a  junk  dealer,  to  whom  they  had 
been  sold  by  one  alleged  to  have 
■stolen  them. 

Beldy  that  the  plaintiff  might  show  the 
arrest,  conviction  and  imprisonment  of 
the  thief  for  the  theft  proved,  to  ac- 
count for  his  non-production  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  as  strengthening  the  evi- 
dence of  the  larceny.  {Pease  agt. 
Smithf  5  Laiising^  519.) 

66.  And  it  seems,  in  such  case,  the  state- 
ment of  a  witness  as  to  the  fact  of 
arrest,  dec,  is  incompetent.    {Id.) 

67.  On  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
case,  interest  is  recoverable,  as  of 
course.     {Id.) 

68.  Where  the  defense,  in  an  action 
against  a  surety  upon  a  written  lease, 
was  fraud  in  obtaining  the  defendant's 
signature  as  surety  upon  a  two  years' 
lease,  and  the  defendant  testified  to  his 
agreement  to  be  surety  for  only  one 
year: 

Held>  that  the  qnestion,  whether  he 
would  have  signed  as  surety  if  he  had 
known  that  he  became  so  for  two 
years,  was  properly  excluded.  {Ltam' 
ed  agt.  Byaej'f  5  LaMing^  539.) 

69.  In  an  action  on  an  agreement  to  pay 
a  royalty  on  sales  of  patented  imple- 
meiits,  and  to  account  for  sales  made 
or  implements  disposed  of: 

Held,  that  the  manufacture  and  ship- 
ment of  the  implements  from  the  de- 
ffudant's  factory  w as  prima /aci«  evi- 
dence of  their  sale.  {Marsh  agU 
Dodge^  5  Lansing,  541.) 

See  Action.    (5  Lansing) 
Arrest.    (Id.) 
Criminal  Law.    (Id.) 
Canal  Contractor.    (Id.) 
Damaoea.    (Id.) 
Gift.    (Id.) 
Indictment.    (Id.) 
Justices'  Court.    {Id.) 
Municipal  Corporation.    {Id,) 
Presumption.    (Id.) 
Principal  and  Agent.    (Id,) 
Verdict.    (Id.) 
Witness.    (Id,) 
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EXAMINATION. 

1.  The  object  of  allowing  an  examina. 
tioD  to  be  had  before  iKUue  joined,  of  un 
adverse  party,  auder  $391  of  the  Code 

,  is  not  to  enable  the  pluintitf  to  ascer* 
i  tain  whether  he  has  a  cause  of  action, 
bat  to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimony 
in  support  of  a  canse  of  action,  which 
he  halt  good  reason  to  believe  he  has, 
and  especially  of  those  facts  of  which 
he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  believ- 
ing the  defendant  has  a  peculiar  knowU 
edge,  which  he  keenx  c^inceHled  within 
his  own  breast.  (  H  instun  agt.  Eiujlisk^ 
anU,  398). 

2.  Nor  is  it  to  enable  a  defendant  to  as* 
certain  whether  he  has  a  defense,  but 
to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimony  in 

'  support  of  a  defense  which  he  has  good 
reason  to  to  believe  he  has.     (Id.) 

3.  This  case  is  an  action  for  a  libel,  and 
the  application  for  plaiutifTs  examina 
tion  is  made  upon  defendant's  affidavir, 
which  shows  the  sei  vice  of  a  complaint 
npon  him,  bur.  does  not  describe  the 
nature  of  the  libel.  No  copy  complaint 
is  attached,  nor  has  any  been  submitted 
to  the  court.     [Id.) 

4.  The  affidavit  states  that  the  defendant 
is  advised  that  the  examination  of  the 
plaintiff  is  necessary  and  material  for 
the  purp<»se  of  enabling  him,  the  de- 
fendant, to  frame  his  answer  to  the 
complaint,  and  to  plead  and  prove  the 

'  facts  and  circumstances  sought  to  be 
discovered  in  justification  or  mitigation 
of  damages.  It  also  states  what  ite  ex 
peets  to  prove  by  such  examination, 
and  concludes  by  enumerating  a  great 
variety  of  matters.    {Id.) 

5.  Bat  the  defendant  does  not  show  by 
whom  he  has  been  advised,  as  stated- 
does  not  say  thai  he  has  no  knowledge 
or  informatiou  sufficient  to  form  a  be- 
lief as  to  the  matters  charged  against 
him.  and  yet  does  not  disclose  what 
knowled^  or  information  he  does  pos- 
sess. No  fncts  are  stated  from  which 
the  materiality  or  necessity  of  mucIi  ex- 
amination can  be  gathereu.     (Id.) 

6.  As  the  case  stands,  the  defendant  has 
not  only  neglected  to  bring  himitelf 
wiiliin  the  rales  and  pmetice  of  the 
court  lelative  to  the  examination  of  a 
party  under  $391  of  the  Code  before 
issue  joiued,  bni»  has  failed  to  satisfy 
the  court  of  the  good  faith  of  his  ap- 
plication.   (Id.) 

7.  The  examination  of  adverse  parties! 
and  bills  of  discovery  ron8ider#»d  under 
the  common  law,  theUevi»»*d  Statuies. 
court  of  chancery,  and  the  Code.    ( [d  ) 


8.  The  examination  of  a  party,  provided* 
for  in  section  .391  of  the  Code,  is  now 
regulated  b^  Rule  21,  and  can  only  he 
had,  before  issue  joined,  eiftier  to  ena- 
ble the  piftiniitf  to  frame  his  complaint, 
or  the  defendant  to  frame  his  answer- 
( Wijutan  agt.  EiujluK,  anUt  496.) 

9.  The  affidavit  anon  which  the  applica- 
tion for  an  order  of  examina: ion  ie 
based,  must  show  the  maleriality  of  the 
discovery  sought,  for  the  purpose  of 
framing  the  pleading;  and  if  the  mate- 
riality does  not  appear,  the  applicutiou 
should  be  denied.     {Id.) 

10.  The  defendant  who  applies  for  sacb 
an  examination,  in  order  to  frame  hi^ 
answer  to  a  c^miplaint  which  has  not 
yet  been  served,  cannot  show  tlie  ma- 
teriality of  the  discovery.  hecHuse  he 
does  not  know  what  thealleifations  or 
the  complaint  are  to  be.     {Id.) 

EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  In  an  action  to  rerover  Bivkeit  com^ 
miMion  on  a  j«ale  of  real  eet«ie,  iip<m 
the  trial  before  the  court  and  a  jury, 
evidence    was    introduced    by     both 
parties,  and  at  the  close  of  sfich  evi- 
dence,   defendant's  council  moved  to- 
dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  a  broker  cannot  teke  a  comiuissioii 
from    both    parties,    the    motion  was- 
denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 
{Rovoe  agL  Stevens,  ante  10  ) 

2.  The  court,  in  submitting  the  case  to- 
the  jury,  charged  that,  under  certain 
circumstances  stated,  a  broker  could 
take  a  commissHin  from  both  parties,, 
and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
this  was  such  a  c:ipe — the  defendant 
did  not  except  to  the  charge  of  the 
judge  nor  to  any  insnfficiency  of  evi- 
dence. Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
concluded  by  the  verdjct  of  the  jury 
ai^inst  him.  Not  having  excepted  to 
the  judge's  charge  nor  to  the  insnffi- 
ciency of  evidence,  he  could  not  move 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  judge':)  minutes. 
{Id) 

1.  In  an  action  on  contract,  and  a  general' 
denial,  at  the  close  of  the  testimony  on 
both  sides,  at  the  trial,  the  case 
presents  a  clear  conflict  as  to  the  reak 
agreement  l>etween  the  parties,  and 
the  defetidnn'  concedes  such  fact  by 
omitting  to  m  »ve  for  the  direction  of  a 
verdict,  and  hy  voing  to  the  jury  with- 
out objection,  he  is  too  fate,  arew^ 
verdict  rendered  against  him,  to  ar  toa 
that  the  catfe  presented  no  evidencftge 
he  suhniitied  to  the  jury,  or,  at  lee^t, 
presented  such  a  preponderance  of" 
evidence  in  iiis  favor  as  to  make  it  th» 
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dntv  of  the  oonrt  to  direct  the  jnry  hon 
to  hud.  {Hi.  John  Hgt  SHnaeVt  aaUf 
198.) 

2.  Where  exceptions  taken  to  the  admis- 
sion of  teetiinouy  on  the  trial  and  to  the 
jadjre's  choi'ge,  are  irrelevunt,  under 
the  issaen,  and  oatside  of  the  issues 
the^  conid  only  become  material  by 
their  tendency  to  establish,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts  to  be  introdnced^ 
the  existence  oi  a  special  agreement 
in  avoidance  or  as  a  defense  to  the 
claim  testified  to  by  the  nlHiiitiff,  it 
cousiitntes  new  matter,  ana  not  being 
specially  pleaded,  is  properly  excluded. 
{Id.) 

EXECUTION. 

1.  When  a  judgment  creditor  dies  and 
his  execntor  is  appointed,  who,  within 
>k  year  from  the  aeath,  applies  by  affi- 
davit to  the  court,  without  noiice  to  the 
judgment  debtor,  and  obtains  an  order 
reviving  the  iudgmenl  in  the  name  of 
the  execntor,  and  authorizing  an 
execution  on  which  real  estate  is  ailer- 
wards  sold : 

Seldj  in  an  action  of  ejectmi^nt  by  the 
purchaser,  that  the  execution  was 
voidable  not  void,  and  one  not  holding 
under  the  judgment  debtor  conId  no& 
raise  the  question.  {Nims  agt  Sabine, 
anU,  25*2.) 

2.  In  such  case  the  sale  is  good,  though 
more  than  ten  years  have  elapsed  since 
the  docket  of  the  jiidirment,  and  no 
lien  is  necessary  to  autiiorize  a  sale  as 
against  the  liefeudHUl  iu  the  execution 
or  trespassors.    (Id.) 

3.  When  defendan;  is  in  posses^iitn.  with- 
out right,  after  the  determination  of  a 
life  estate,  no  notice  to  quit  is  neces- 
sary.    (Id.) 

See  CoNVEKSiON.     (48  y,  T.) 
Damaoks.     (Id.) 
Exempt  Pkopekty. 
Sheriff.    {Id.) 

2.  There  is  notliing  in  clianter  295  of  the 
laws  of  1850,  by  which  act  the  consent 
of  the  surrogate  is  required  before  an 
execution  cau  be  iftfued  against  tiie 
estate  of  a  deceased  judgment  debtor, 
that  necessarily  takes  away  from  the 
Supreme  Court  the  power  it  has  al- 
ways possessed  of  controlling  the  exe- 
cution of  it!4  judgments.  And  a  con 
strucMon  will  not  be  given  to  it  which 
would  do  so  bv  implication,  when  it 
may  well  stan<f  with  the  power  there- 
bv    conferred    upon     the    surrogate. 

iTke  Marine  Batik  of  Chicago  agt.  Van 
irunl,  61  Barb.y  361.) 


3.  The  consent  of  the  surrogate  specified 
in  the  act  of  1850,  is  an  additional  re- 
ouisite  which  the  law  has  imposed  io 
the  issuing  of  an  execution,  in  such  a 
case,  and  was  not  designed  to  take  the 
place  of  the  consent  of  the  court  in 
which  the  judgment  was  recovered. 
(Id,) 

4.  By  the  Code,  a  motion  is  substituted 
in  the  place  of  the  former  writ  oftcii-e 
facias f  iu  such  a  case.    (Id.) 

5.  Some  motion  must  be  made  to  the 
court  in  which  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered; and  a  motion  for  leave  to 
issue  execution  npon  the  judgment, 
atfuinst  the  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased, is  one  of  proper  character. 
(id.) 

See  Constable.     (62  Barb.) 


EXECUTORS 


AND   ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 


1.  Where  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  hia 
wife  becomes  entitled  to  the  whole  of 
his  estate  that  may  remain  after 
payment  of  his  debts.  On  a  settle- 
meiii  of  the  accounts  of  the  teetaior's 
executor.  The  executors  of  his  wife 
(she  ^having  died  subsequently)  are 
necessary  parties.  (  Vulte  agt.  J^artin, 
antCf  18.) 

2.  On  such  settlement  the  surrogate  has 
power  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the 
assets  that  passed  into  the  h&nds  of  the 
executor,  and  the  amount  paid  out  by 
him  upon  the  debts  of  the  testators 
aud  upon  pavmeut  over  to  the  legatee; 
or  next  of  kin  whatever  surplus  of 
aiwets  that  might  remain  in  his  hands, 
he  was  entitled  to  a  decree  decrarinj; 
such  settlement  to  be  finul,  and 
discharging  him  from  the  trust.    (Id.) 

3.  But  snch  a  settlement  involves  no 
question  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts 
)>eiween  the  est-ate  of  the  legatees 
under  the  will,  except  so  fiir  as  may 
be  necessary  to  ascertain  what  should 
belong  to  each.  In  this  case  that 
inquiry  cannot  arise,  as  the  wife  t^ook 
the  whole  estate,  after  payment  of  the 
debts.     (Id.) 

4.  Snch  a  settlement  involves  no  inqniry 
into  the  state  of  tlie  acconnis  between 
the  representJitivoM  of  the  wife  and  ilif 
executor  of  her  husband,  either  in  his 
j-haracier  as  executor  or  as  trustee  ot 
the  estate.  As  executor,  he  is 
cltaigc'l  with  no  dnry  in  regard  to  the 
real  estat-e,  and  his  arrounts  as  trustee 
under  a  deed  of  trust  in  the  lifetimf-  of 
his  wife,  cannot  l>e  adjiinted  on  this 
Uiial  accounting,  as  executor  or  trustee. 
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It  is  only  when  a  trast  is  created  by 
[    a    Inst  will,   that  the    surrogate    had 
power  to  settle  a  triutee^a  acconntd. 
(Id,) 

5.  Commissions  cafi  only  be  allowed 
npon  receipts  and  disbursements  of 
money  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the 
wife.  The  debt  claimed  bj  tiie  exe- 
cntor  against  his  testator  cautiot  be 
aliuweG  to  him  until  iu  yalidiiy  is 
legally  established.    {Id,) 

6.  Ab  to  the  claim  of  the  execntor  to  be 
allowed  for  debts  of  the  estate,  paid 
by  him  out  of  bis  own  means,  the  only 
way  he  can  be  allowed  for  them  is  to 
treat  him  as  assignee  of  such  debt«,  iu 
place  of  the  original  creditors.    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  the  doty  of  ezecntors  and  admin- 
istrators to  receiye  the  rents  and  protiis 
of  premises  leased  to  their  testator  or 
intestate,  accruing  after  his  death,  and 
to  the  extent  of  the  rent  reserved  in 
the  lease,  to  apply  them  in  payment 
thereof,  instead  of  placnig  them  among 
the  general  assets ;  and  they  are  per- 
sonallv  liable  for  the  rent,  to  the  ex- 
tent oi  the  rent  and  profits  received  by 
them.  Pi-imxfacU^  these  are  sufficient 
to  pay  the  whole  rent;  if  not,  it  is 
matter  of  defense.  {Miller  agL  KnoXt 
48  If.  r.,  232.) 

8.  A  landlord  may  collect  the  rents  ac- 
cruing after  the*  death  of  his  tenant,  of 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  or  of  the 

\  execQtor^oradministiaiors  personally, 
to  the  extent  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  premises  received  by  them,  and 
the  balance,  if  any,  of  the  estate.  {Id.) 

9'  Where  a  certain  sum  is  bequeathed  to 
executors  in  trust,  to  p:iy  the  interest 
thereof  at  a  fixed  ana  stated  rate  to 
one,  and  npon  bis  death  to  divide  the 
principal  among  others,  tbe  executors 
cannot,  without  the  consent  of  the  cet- 
tais  que  trusty  or,  in  caHe  they  are  in- 
fants, without  an  order  of  the  conrt, 
set  apart  and  appropriate  bank  stocks 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trust,  and  re- 
lease tbe  residue  of  the  estate  from  its 
liability  to  perform  the  trust.  {LeitcJi 
agt.  }^elU,  48  N.  T.,  585.) 

10.  The  cestuit  que  timsl  mn^  assent  to 
and  accept  pucn  an  appropriation ;  but 
if,  I  e.ore  this  is  done,  new  interests 
and  new  parties  have  intervened,  the 
situation  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
such  intervention  must  determine  the 
rights  of  all  who  claim  to  be  interested 
iu  it.    (Id.) 

11.  An  executor  has  a  ri'.'ht  to  sell  and 
transfer  slocks  and  seen ri lies  of  the 
estate,  and  one  who  buys  in  good 
faith,    paying    in    money'  tlie     price 


agreed  ni>on,  or  who  loans  money 
npon  security  ot  the  property,  is  not  re- 
8iK>U((ible  tor  the  application  of  the  pur- 
eliHse  money  or  money  loaned,  and  bis 
ritfht  to  the  propeity  transterred  is  not 
affected  by  knowledge  upon  his  part 
of  the  existence  of  a  claim  for  a  legacy 
or  a  debt  against  tbe  estate  genemlly. 
{Id.) 

See  Parties.    (48  N,  T.) 

Trial.    (Id.) 
See  Abatement    and    Contikuakcb. 
(61  Barb.) 

12.  Kotwithstanaing  an  execntor  has  re< 
moved  from  the  state,  and  refused  to 
give  bail,  after  being  required  by  the 
surrogate  to  do  so,  he  may  settle  his 
accounts  before  the  surrogate ;  and  if 
all  parties  entitled  to  notice  voluntarily 
appear,  the  surrogate  has  inrisdiction  ; 
and  his  decree  for  a  final  setUemeut, 
thus  made,  is  final,  unless  appealed 
fi-om.  {L'vertt  agt.  Ihtertt,  €2  Sorb., 
577.) 

13.  An  executor  residing  in  another 
state,  who  necessarily  comes  to  this 
state,  to  prove  the  will,  is  entitled  to 
be  allowed,  on  the  final  settlement  of 
his  account,  the  expenses  of  bis  jour- 
ney.   (Id.) 

14.  On  the  final  accounting  of  an  execn- 
tor, it  is  error  for  the  surrogate  to  re- 
ceive evidence  of  the  declarations  of 
the  testator  against  the  executor,  in 
reference  to  business  matters  between 
them,  tendinis  to  charge  the  latter 
with  an  indebtedness  to  the  estate 
(Id.) 

EXEMPT  PROPEUTY. 

A  judgment  recovered  by  a  debtor 
against  his  creditor  tor  an  unlawful 
levy  upon,  and  sale  of  exempt  property, 
cannot  be  reached  by  the  creditor 
through  proceedings  supplementary  to 
execution.  Such  ludgnieut  representa 
the  property  for  the  value  of  which  it 
was  recovered.  The  prooetHls  of  the 
judgtuent  will  be  protected  as  exempt 
property  nntil  sufficient  time  has 
elapsed  to  afford  the  debtor  a  reason- 
able opportunity  to  airaiu  purchase  ilie 
exempt  proiM»rt'v.  {TiHoUon  a^L  W0I' 
coU,  48  A.  F..  188.) 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

1.  To  sustain  an  action  against  a  common 
carrier  for  failing  to  deliver  goods,  tlie 
plaintiff  must  be  the  owner  or  have 
t>ome  special  interest  in  them.  ( Tkomp' 
ton  agt.  Faj-ffOf  aate,  176.) 
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2.  Where  a  shipper  and  owner  of  goods, 
at  the  time  ot  delivering  the  same  to  an 
express  company  for  transportation, 
also  deliver  to  the  express  com]>any  for 
their  siKiiature  a  blank  receipt  in  their 
possession,  tilled  op  by  him  at  his  office, 
containing  the  names  of  both  parties, 

[  and  a  series  of  conditions  and  clauses 
regulating  the  manner  of  transporta- 
tion and  the  liability  ot  the  express 
company  in  certain  cases  and  contin- 
l^ncies,  and  such  receipt  at  the  time 
o4  the  delivery  of  the  merchandize  is 
presented  by  the  shipper  to  the  express 
•company  for  their  signature,  and  is 
signed  by  the  latter  and  returned  to  the 
shipper,  it  constitutes  a  tpecial  contract^ 
ana  binding  upon  both  parlies  when 
acted  under.  {Falhenan  agL  Farffo, 
ante,  325.) 

3.  Where  such  contract  provides  that  the 
express  company  is  not  to  be  held  liable 
for  any  loss  or  damage  by  tire,  they  are 
not  liable  where  the  goo<]s  shipped  are 
burned  up,  without  any  fault  or  neg- 
lect on  the  part  of  the  company,  while 
iiv  h-aiisUit,    (Td.) 

4.  Where  an  express  company  agrees  to 
Jw-ward  a  package  to  a  ponit  beyond 
the  terminus  of  its  route,  the  contract 
expressly  limiting  its  liability  to  that 
of  forwarders,  and  throujjh  charges  not 
having  been  paid,  the  liability  of  the 
«om{)any  as  a  common  carrier  ceases 
at  the  end  of  its  route,  and  if  the  pack- 
4(ge  arrives  there  in  safety  and  is 
delivered  with  preper  iiutructions  to 
■another  responsible  carrier  upon  the 
line  to  the  poiui^f  destination,  its  lia- 
bility ceases.  The  equivalent  of  the 
words  **to  forward'  is  **  to  send," 
not  ''to  carry."'  {Jieeti  agu  U.  S. 
I!xp}'ess  Co.,  4^  y.  r.,  46i.) 

EXTRADITION. 

1.  The  law  of  this  State  passed  in  1822 
providing  thnt  the  governoi-  may  in  his 
discretion,  deliver  over  to  justice  any 
person  found  within  the  State  who 
ahall  be  charged  with  having  com- 
milled  withnui  the  jiirUaiction  of  tlie 
United  Statet,  any  crime  except 
treason,  which  by  the  laws  of  this 
^tate.  if  rommittcil  therein,  is  punish- 
able uy  death  or  by  imprisonnient  in 
the  stale's  prison,  is  unconstitutional 
and  void  {Lt  tlu  nmttei'o/  Vogt,  ante, 
in.) 

2.  The  petitioner,  it  appeared  was  in 
custody  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the 
governor  of  this  State,  at  the  request 
of  the  Belifian  minister  committing  him. 
for  surrender  to  the  authorities  of  that 
goveiumeutt  as  a  person  charged  with 


having  committed  murder,  arson  and 
robbery  in  Belgium.  It  also  appeared 
that  he  was  held  under  a  commitment 
to  answer  an  iudicimeut  lor  grand 
larceny.     (Id.) 

3.  No  provision  by  trtaty  for  the  extra- 
dition of  persons  cluu-ged  with  crimes, 
exists  between  the  Uiiiied  Slates  and 
Belgium. 

Held,  that  the  warrant  for  the  surrender- 
of  the  petitioner  to  the  Belgium 
authorities  is  unconstitutional  and 
void,  and  insufficient  for  his  detention. 
ild.) 

4.  But  the  commitment  npon  the  indict- 
meiit  for  grand  larceny,  being  under  a 
statute  of  the  State,  for  bringing  stolen 
goods  into  tiim  State,  his  discharge  was 
refused.    (Id.) 


F. 


FIXTURES. 

1.  Tliere  are  several  tests  which  aid  in 
determining  the  question  whether  ar- 
ticles, personal  in  their  nature,  have 
acquired  the  character  of  real  estate. 
]  str  Actual  annexation,  which  must  be 
of  a  permanent  character,  except  in 
case  of  those  articles  which  are  not 
themselves  annexed,  but  are  deemed 
to  be  of  the  freehold  from  their  use 
and  character.  2d.  Adaptability  to 
the  use  of  the  freehold.  3d.  The  in- 
tention of  the  parties  at  the  time  of 
making  the  annexation.  In  the  case 
of  machinery,  the  circumstance  that  it 
may  or  may  not  be  removed  from  the 
freehold,  without  great  injury  to  the 
building  containing  it  or  to  itself,  is 
not  now  deemed  to  be  controlling. 
(  VoorJuei  agt.  McGinnis,  48  JV.  x., 
27a) 

FORECLOSURE. 

1.  The  statute  providing  for  foreclopure 
ot  a  moritfHge  by  advertisement  is  to 
be  complied  with  substantially,  but 
with  regard  to  the  objects  inteniled  by 
it  iHuObeU  age.  SiMle^j  5  Latiaing, 
51.)  ' 

2.  An  erroneous  statement  in  the  notice 
of  sale,  of  matters  not  required  by  the 
statute  to  be  stated,  and  which  is  cal- 
culated to  mislead  and  to  prevent  bid- 
ding, will,  it  seems,  renner  the  sale 
void,  but  not  if  iuMerted  by  mistake 
and  a  c<»rrection  published  with  the 
notice,  before  it  can  l>e  presumed  to 
influence  persons  desiring  to  bid.  (Id,) 

3.  A  Side  is  not  invalid  or  irregular,  as  to 
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owners  of  jndirment  liens  served  with 
Doiice,  ou  account  of  omisaiou  to  serve 
other  iucumbriincers,  or  for  omission 
to  serve  the  wife  of  the  mormugor, 
who  united  iu  the  mortgage.     (Id.) 

4.  It  seems  a  wife  who  joins  with  her 
hnsband  in  a  mortgage  of  his  real 
property  is  a  inorigHgor,  bat  the  sale 
IS  not  invalid  as  to  a  judgment  creilitor, 
becanse  she  is  not  made  party  to  the 
proceedings.     {Id.) 

»>,  The  mortgagee  or  owner  of  the  mort- 
gage may  advertise  and  sell  the  prop- 
erty, altliongh  he  becomes  the  pur- 
chaser and  makes  the  affidavit  which 
stands  in  the  place  of  a  conveyance. 
(Id.) 

6.  A  mortgage  sale,  nnder  the  statnte, 
of  mortgaged  premises  in  gross,  which 
have  suusequently  to  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage  been  divided  into  lots,  is 
valid.    {Id.) 

7.  A  jurat,  certifying  the  appearance  of 
the  affiant  anci  administration  of  the 
oath  to  him,  complies  with  section  11 
of  the  statute  (2  R.  S.,  547. )     {Id) 

See  Altbbation  of  Instrument.     (5 
Ijaruing.) 

FORFEITURE. 

iS^  Estoppel,    (b  Laming.) 
Lease.    {Id.) 

FORGERY. 

The  erasnre  from  a  bond  of  an  Indorse- 
ment of  a  payment  made  thereupon, 
does  not,  it  teenu,  constitute  the  offense 
of  forgery  of  the  bond.  {Dennis  agt. 
Kijan^  5  LaJtring,  350.) 

Set  Etidencb.    (A%  N,  T.) 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  receivers 
of  an  insurance  company,  npon  pre- 
mium notes,  it  is  no  defense  that  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  action, 
but  after  the  company  had  ceased  to 
have  a  corporate  existence,  the  claim 
in  snie  had  been  attached,  in  an  action 
pending  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts, 

,  where  the  defendant  resided,  by  a 
creditor  of  the  insurance  company, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  made  them- 
selves parties  to  that  snit,  which  was 
still  pending.  {Osgood  agt.  M€iguire. 
61  jTorft.,  54.)  o         -V      -^ 

2.  The  pendency  of  an  attachment  snit 
in  another  state  is  no  bar  to  the  action 
here,  although  a  judgment,  there, 
might  be.    (Id.) 


FOREIGN  LAWS. 


1.  If  a  court 
I  ion  as  to 
country  or 
own  laws, 
constituted 


has  no  means  of  informn- 
what  the  law  of  another 
s^ate  is.  it  will  act  upon  its 
But  if  soch  country  once 
a  part  of  the  same'  king- 
dom or  goverment  with  that  where 
the  court  sits,  and  they  were  gov- 
erned by  the  same  laws,  the  court  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  which 
prevailed  in  both  before  their  separa* 
tiou,  as  matter  of  public  history,  and 
presume  them  unchanged,  till  the  9*n- 
tnirv  be  shown.  (Stolx*  agL  Macke$i^ 
62  ^a)-6.,  145.; 

2.  The  United  States  having  been  once 
a  part  of  the  BriiiKb  empire,  our  courts 
take  judicial  notice  that  the  common 
law  was  iu  force  within  her  dominions 
at  the  time  of  our  separation  :  and  iu 
ahnence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  they 
presume,  also,  that  Uie  law  remains 
unchanged.    (Id.) 

FORMER  ADJUDICATION. 

1.  A  judgment  by  default  in  an  aetioit 
to  recover  a  payment  of  interest  du» 
upon  a  promissory  note,  where  process 
was  personally  served  and  defendant 
appeared,  but  did  not  answer,  is  con- 
clusive evidence  against  a  defense  of 
UHury  interposed  in  an  action  between 
the  same  parties,  brought  to  recover 
the  principal  of  said  note.  {Newtoi^ 
agt.  Hook,  48  N,  F.,  675.) 

See  Taylor  (is^  Spader  (Jfm.).    (48  iV. 

StachnoU  ami.  Rohhint  {Mem.),    (48 
iV'.  r,  665.) 

FORMER  SUIT. 

Creditors,  who  had  seised,  upon  attach- 
ment, the  properly  of  their  debtors,  in 
the  hands  of  an  assignee  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  being  sued  by  the  assignee^ 
for  the  conversion  of  the  property,  set 
up  as  a  defense  that  the  assignment 
was  invalid  for  fraud.  The  d«ffense 
was  ruled  out,  because  their  attach- 
ment had  been  set  aside  for  irregularity^ 
and  they  were  tlius  left  without  justifi- 
cation, and  were  mere  tort-feasors,  and 
could  not  dispute  the  title  of  the  assigt- 
nee  iu  possession ;  and  the  question  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  assignment  was 
not  lititrated  and  determined,  as  it  was 
held  not  to  arise.  Beld^  that  the  judg- 
ment in  that  action  was  no  bar  to  a 
subsequent  action  by  the  creditors 
against  the  assignors*  and  assiuniee  to 
set  aside  the  assignment.  ( Tatet  agt. 
Lyon,  61  J5a»-6.,  20i.) 
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FRAUD. 
Set  Fraudulent  Cokveyatcces. 

PAHTNKltBHIP.      (48  iV.   Y.) 

Principal  and  Agent.  {Id.) 

Terry  ajfi.  Wait  (Mem.)  (48  N,  F., 

657.) 

Principal  and  Agent.  (62  £arh.) 

FRAUD  AS  TO  CREDITORS. 

1  Thia  action  whs  bron>fht  to  recover 
the  value  of  13(>4  jlthIIods  of  wine, 
belonging  to  the  ulHiiuiff.  which  wmb 
leviednpon  and  sold  by  the  defHndHnt 
nnder  an  execution  agMinsc  S.  and  JL. 
{Jaager  agt.  Kelly,  ante,  liti.) 

2.  The  defendant'!!  conn^el  demanded  to 
go  to  the  iury,  Ist,  upon  the  qnefltion 
whether  the  sale  of  the  15  casks  of 
M'ine  bv  L.  to  the  plaintiff  was  in 
fraud  of  S.,  a  creditor  of  L.  2nd,  As 
to  what  were  the  contents  of  the  casks. 
3rd.  Also  requested  the  court,  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  there  was  no 
evidence  apon  which  they  could  find 
that  the  casks  contained  1364  gallons 
of  wine.  4tb,  That  interest  by  way  of 
damages  on  ihe  value  of  the  wine 
could  not  be  included  in  their  verdict 
lor  the  plaintiti — The  court  refused 
these  requests  and  directed  the  jury 
to  find  for  the  plaintitt,  leaving  it  to 
them  to  assess  the  damages. 

Eeld,  that  there  was  no  contradictory 
evidence  on  the  question  oi  title,  and 
no  evidence  to  prove  any  fraud  in  the 
sale. 

Meld,  also  that  the  inadequacy  of  price 
was  not  a  sufficient  ground  to  hold  the 
sale  fraudulent,  or  to  sustain  a  verdict 
for  the  defendauL 

Beld,  also,  tlut  there  was  some  evidence 
but  slight,  that  L.  disponed  of  the  wine 
to  prevent  its  being  reached  by  8.  as 
a  creditor,  but  there  was  noneatfect- 
in?  the  plaintiff  with  a  truiliy  knowl- 
edge or  that  his  purpose  was  not 
honest  and  fair. 

Meld,  also  that  there  was  evidence  prima 
Jacve  itliat  the  oisks  contained  wine. 
There  was   evioence  that  the    casks 

.  were  gau^red  by  government  officials, 
as  containing  tne  quantity  stat«d.  As 
against  an  alleired  trespasser  the  prc»of 
was  quite  sufficient — It  was  for  him 

*  to  give  evidence  to  raise  a  doubt, 
before  the  jury  could  be  called  upon 
to  decide  ii     {id  ) 

3.  Tliere  is  no  doubt  that  interest  may  be 
added  to  the  value  at  the  time  of'  the 
conv9rsion  as  damages.     {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  gift  of  money  is  made  by 


the  husband  to  his  wife,  while  he  \b 
indebted  to  various  creditors,  the  stat- 
ute declures  such  ^ift  fraudulent  as  to 
tliose  creditors.  {Partridge  agt.  titoket. 
ante,  381.; 

5.  Where  the  plaintiff,  after  having' 
obtained  judgment  personally  against 
the  husband  for  some  $1,100,  upon 
which  execution  had  been  issued  and 
returned  unsatisfied,  commenced  an 
action  against  both  husband  and  wife- 
in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  creditors'" 
bill,  to  reach  money,  claimed  to  have- 
been  fraudulently  received  by  the  wife 
as  a  gift  from  her  husband,  and  to  have 
been  used  b^v  the  wife  upon  her  real 
estate,  and  it  appea*  ed  in  evidence,  by 
the  admit-sions  of  both  husband  and 
^ife,  that  he  had,  some  time  previously,, 
given  his  wife  $500,  ana,  perhap's, 
more  ;  that  no  accounts  bad  been  kepi; 
between  them  ;  but  she  stated  that  she 
had  paid  back  to  her  hnsband,  at 
different  times,  as  much  as  she  bad 
received  from  him.  And  it  also  ap- 
peared that  about  that  lime  the  wife — 
within  about  a  month — had  deposited 
to  her  credit,  in  a  savings'  bank,  some- 
thing over  $3,000. 

Meld,  that  the  loose  and  unsatisfactory 
evidence  of  the  detendante  can  not  be 
allowed  to  cover  up  the  dealings  be- 
tween the  parties  engaged  in  defraud* 
ing  the  creditors  of  either  or  both, 
especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  a 
fraud  nleiit  in  lent  was  fully  proved. 
{Id.) 

6.  it  is  well  settled  that  where  a  con- 
veyance is  executed  with  intent  to 
defraud  creditors,  it  is  void  not  only  as 
to  existing,  but  as  to  future  creditors* 
{Id.) 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  When  a  cbntract  is  for  the  sale  of 
of  goods,  d&c ,  on  which  work  and 
labor  is  to  be  thereafter  bestowed,  in 
order  to  make  and  put  it  in  the  condi- 
titm  coniemplated  in  the  contract,  it  is 
not  within  tne  clause  of  the  statute  of 
frauds  relating  to  the  sale  of  goods, 

^wai*es  and  merchandize,  and  which  re- 
quires a  memorandum  in  writing,  nn- 
less  there  is  delivery  and  acceptance, 
and  earnest  paid.  (lerren  agt.  O'liara, 
Gil  Barb.,  517.; 

2.  The  defendant  agreed  to  sell  ten  cows 
at  fifty  doliara  each,  with  right  oik 
tiieir  delivery  to  two  more  at  seventy- 
five  dollars  each,  and  the  purchaser 
paid  earnest  money.  Before  they  sep- 
arated it  was  understood  between  the 
parties  that  the  two  cows  should  be 
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cottnted  in  the  contract;  no  writing 
pasded.  Tiie  purchaser  told  the  pluiu 
litf  he  Diigirt  take  the  two  cows  upon 
the  contract  terms,  and  the  vendee 
consented  t<»  accept  the  plaintiff  as  his 
debtor,  and  gave  him  credit  as  a  snb* 
stiiuie  for  the  purchaser,  and  also 
agreed  to  keep  the  cows  for  him  for 
hire.  The  leu  cows  were  pjiid  for  aud 
•delivered  according  to  t)ie  contract, 
a.nd  the  earuest  was  applied  as  part  of 
their  price.  lu'au  action  for  the  value 
of  the  two  cows  after  defeudant's  re- 
fusal to  deliver  them  ou  demuud: 

Held^  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.  {Brown,  agu  Rall^  5  Lanting^ 
177. 

3.  A  contract  for  purchase  of  personal 
property,  at  the  option  of  the  pur- 
chaser, when  money  is  paid  on  it,  is 
valid  and  binding  on  the  parties,  al- 
though not  in  writing.    {Id.) 

4.  Defendants  verbally  ordered,  at  a 
price  exceeding  fifty  dollars,  irom  the 
yard  of  plaintiffs,  who  were  lumber 
•dealers,  and  also  bad  a  planing  mill,  at 
which  they  dressed  and  cut  lumber  for 
sale,  certain  lumber,  to  be  dressed 
and  cut  from  lots  examined  by  defend- 
ants, accordiii|j^  to  certain  directions 
giveu  by  deleudauts,  and  directed 
plaintiffs,  when  said  lumber  was  ready 
for  delivery,  to  place  it  on  plaintiffs' 
dock,  and  to  notify  one  P.,  a  forwarder, 
who  would  send  a  boat  ior  it.  The 
lumber  was  accordingly  pre|>ared  as 
directed,  and  placed  on  plainiitts' dock, 
measured  and  ready  tor  delivery,  and 
P.  notified  of  its  being  there  and  re- 
quested to  send  a  boat  and  take  it 
away.  No  instructions  bad  been 
given  to  P  by  defendants  or  other 
wise  in  regard  to  it.  The  next  day, 
which  was  Sundav,  the  lumber  yet  re- 
maining on  the  aock,  was  consumed 
bv  fire  with  other  property  No  part 
o\  the  price  was  ever  paid.  A  memor- 
andum of  the  order  was  made  bv 
plaintiffs,  but  was  not  signed  by  defend- 
ants or  on  their  bchali : 

Heldy  that  the  contract  was  one  tor  sale 
of  goods,  and  not  a  mixed  one  of  sale 
and  forlaljor  to  be  pei-formed.  (Coolx 
agt.  Milutj'df  5  Lansing,  243.) 

5.  That  there  was  no  sufficient  receipt 
and  acceptance  of  the  goods  by  de- 
fendants to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
(id.) 

€.  That  the  contract  was,  therefore,  one 
within  the  statute  and  void,  and  that 
plaintiffs  could  not  recover  the  price 
of  the  lumber.    {Id.) 

7.  A.  being  the  owner  of  a  mowing  ma- 


chine, and  being  indebted  to  B.  in  the 
sum  of  tifiv-tive  dollars,  proposed  to 
B.,  Verbally,  ihe  machine  not  being 
present,  that  he  should  take  it  in  satis- 
iHCtion  of  his  indebtedness,  to  which 
B.  assented.  The  machine  remained 
in  ihe  hands  of  A.  for  some  time  after- 
ward, and  was  then,  without  B.'s  re- 
quest, delivered  into  possession  of  C, 
from  whom  it  was  taken  under  execu- 
tion against  A: 

ffeld,  in  action  brought  bj  B.  to  recover 
the  value  of  the  machine  against  the 
constable  who  had  seised  it  under  the 
execution,  that  such  action  could  not 
be  sustained,  as  there  was  not  a  valid 
sale  from  A.  to  B.,  under  the  statute 
of  frauds.  (  WalrcUk  agu  Hitckie,  5 
Jkuitinfft  U62.^ 


FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES, 

The  sale  of  the  entire  effects  of  an  insol- 
vent copartnership  upon  credit,  at  a 
fair  valuation,  to  a  responsible  vendee 
having  knowledge  of  the  insolvency, 
is  not  per  te  fraudulent  Although 
made  by  the  vendor  with  intent  to 
hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors, 
that  does  not  affect  the  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser, unless  he  had  previous  notice 
of  the  fraudulent  intent.  {Buhl  agU 
PkUlip*,  48  if.  r.,  1?6.) 

FRAUDULENT  REPRESEXTA- 
TIONS. 

Ste  Action.    (61  Barb.) 
Lease. 

Limitations,   statute    of.      (61 
Barb.) 

G. 

GENERAL  TERM. 
See  Appeal.   j48  N.  F^ 

GWT. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  contest  respecting  a 
gift,  between  the  donee  and  the  n»pre- 
sentatives  of  the  donor,  the  declara- 
tions of  the  donor  are  admissible, 
being  against  his  interest  when  made  ; 
and  the  admissions  of  the  testator  or 
intestate,  as  a  universal  rule,  are  ad- 
missible against  his  representHtives. 
(Hachiey  agt.  Vroomant  k2  Barb.^  650.^ 

2.  Where  a  bond  and  mortgage  were 
found,  after  the  mortg;igor*s  death,  in 
a  tin  box  of  his,  coutainiuif  paid  notes, 
papers  of  old  dates,  bills  of  g(K>ds,  old 
outlawed  notes  due  him,  aud  other 
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miscellaneoas  papers,  and  there  was 
proof  oi  a  declared  intention  of  the 
mortgagee  to  give  ihe  bond  and  mortg- 
age to  nia  danghter  (the  wife  of  the 
mortgagor) :  Jie/d,  that  in  the  absence 
of  auv  evidence  casting  snspicion 
npon  ine  bona  fides  of  the  possession  of 
the  securiiiea  by  the  mortgagor,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  such  possession  was 
presumptive  evidence  of  a  gift  to  bis 
wife.    (Id.) 

3.  Whether  a  gift  of  a  bond  and  mortg- 
age be  inter  vivos,  or  caiisa  mortis,  the 
donee  acquires  a  legal  as  well  as 
equitable  title  to  the  securities,  by 
mere  delivery,  without  writing.  (Id.) 

4.  To  render  a  gift  effectual,  there  mnst 
be  delivery  of  ihe  thing  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  ^ift.  and  toe  donor  must 
part  with  all  interest  in  and  control 
over  the  subject  of  the  gifti  if  the 
thing  is  not  susceptible  of  delivery, 
there  can  be  no  gitt.  (i>9<y  agt.  WU- 
son,  5  Lansing,  7.) 

6.  A  mere  parol  release  of  a  debt,  withont 
consideration,  is  void.     (Id.) 

GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELIVERED. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  is  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  without  proof  ot  de- 
livery, the  cause  of  action  stated  in 
the  complaint,  and  upon  which  iueue 
is  taken  is  not  made  out.  If  the  de- 
lendant  dues  not  appear,  on  the  trial, 
aud  therefore  waives  nothing,  and 
thera  is  no  evidence  in  respect  l|»  a  de- 
livery, a  judgment  in  favor  of  thrplain- 
tiflT  should  be  reversed  for  that  reason. 
yErereU  agt.  Parks,  62  Barb.,  9.) 

2.  In  construing  guaranties,  the  real  in- 
quiry is,  what  was  the  intention  of  the 
guarantor;  and  to  asceriaiu  this  his 
words  must  be  taken  in  their  popular 
and  obvious  sense.  This  is  the  true 
meaning  of  the  contract  which  readily 
readily  presents  it«elf  to  a  plain  man 
of  common  understuudin)^,  on  reading 
it  attentively  and  impartially,  and  not 
that  which  is  elaborated  with  effort. 
The  agreement  is  not  to  be  construed 
most  favorably  for  the  guarantor,  nor 

-most  strongly  aga I nsi  him.   (Crist  age. 
jBttrlingamej  62  Barb.^  351.) 

GRANTOR  AND  GRANTEE. 

Set  Covenants.    (48  N.  Y  ) 
DUKDS.      (Id.) 

GUARANTY. 

1.  The  defendants,  on  the  25th  of  April 
1870,  at  Troy,  N.  Y.,  wrote  to  Meaars 


Allen 
letter 


I  &  Co.  of  New  York,  plaintiffs,  a 

,  of  which    the   following  is  a 

copy:  •'Troy,  April  25,1870.  Messrs 
Allen  &  Co.  New  York.  Gents.  Tha 
bearer,  Mr.  Leonard  Wager,  Troy,  N. 
Y.,  is  going  to  start  a  pedliug  route  to 
sell  cigars  and  tobacco.  He  wishes  to 
buy  his  goods  of  your  firm,  if  you  will 
give  him  a  liberal  credit.  We,  the 
undersigned,  will  be  his  secority  to  the 
amount  of  $1,000.  Signed,  T.  8» 
Banker,  P.  J.  Marbh."  (SickU  agt. 
Marsht  anUj  91.) 

2.  Wager,  between  April  26,  1870,  and 
August  12, 1870,  purchased  of  plaintiffs, 
at  ditt^erent  days,  cigars  fi«*^*<>^«VK?' 
amounting  in  all  to  $?,178.^.  ^^^ 
first  sale  amounted  to  $786.78,  and  on 
several  diflVrent  days  during  said  term 
paid  on  account  suras  of  money  amount. 
Ing  in  all  to  $1,412.28.  At  Jiotime  did 
his  indebtedness  exceed  $1,000.  itie 
unpaid  balance  for  which  this  acuon 
wj«  brought  was  $766,  27,  due  on 
avemge  lime,  Sept.  12,  1870. 

Held,  that  this  letter  was  a  eonUHHtng 
muiranty,  and  rendered  the  defendants 
liable  until  notice  to  the  contrary. 
{Id.) 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Infants.    «.  (Barb,) 


H 

HABEAS  CORPUa 

1.  When  children  are  in  the  custody  of 
their  father,  and  are  brought  by  him 
into  court,  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  sued  out  by  the  mother, 
he  thereby  surrenders  them  to  the 
custody  of  the  court  as  parens  patrice, 
pending    the    litigation.      (Matter,  of 

Viele,  antCf  14.) 

2.  And  when  the  father  and  mother 
thereafter  stipulate  and  consent  that 
the  writ  be  dismissed,  it  is  proper  that 
the  order  of  the  court  entered  upon  that 
consent  should  not  only  dii-eet  that  the 
writ  be  dismissed,  but  should  dispense 
with  the  longer  attendance  of  the 
children  in  court,  by  remanding  them 
to  the  custody  of  the  father,  with  whom 
the  court  found  them,  and  also  is 
prima  facie  entitled  to  them,  although 
H  neglect  to  add  such  an  express 
provision  to  the  order  of  dismissal  of 
the  writ  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  rehabililatinif  the  respondent  with 
parental  authority ,  when   the  relator 
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nbandona  the  attempt  to  change  the 
custody  of  the  childreQ  to  hersell    {Id.) 

3.  If  the  mother  afterwards  improperly 
obtains  pciseeesion  of  one  of  the 
children,  and  flees  with  it  to  a  foreign 
country,  she  Uiereby  renounces  her 
rijfht  of  applying  to  the  court  for  any 
relief  in  the  premises.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  it  appears  from  the  sheriflTs 
return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  thac 
the  relator  is  held  by  him  upon  civil 
process,  and  that  another  pereon,  viz., 
the  plaiutiif  in  the  judgment,  has  an 
interest  in  his  detention,  eight  days' 
notice  of  the  time  and  place  at  which 
the  writ  is  made  returnable,  must  be 
given  to  such  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney ; 
and  without  such  notice  the  court  has 
no  power  to  grant  the  discharge. 
( The  People  ex  reL  Hewlett  agt  Bitnnan^ 
61  Barb.,  540.) 

6.  On  the  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
puSf  it  is  well  seUied  that  the  ^larty 
imprisoned  may  inquire  into  the  luris- 
diciion  of  the  tribunal  by  which  he 
was  committed ;  and  if  he  is  able  to 
show  that  such  tribunal  has  no  juris- 
diction to  try,  convict  or  commit,  he  is 
entitled  to  his  discharge.  {The  People 
tx  reL  Steizer  agU  Bawson^  ftl  Barb., 
619.) 

HIGHWAYS. 

The  last  clause  of  section  1  of  the  **  Act 
to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  in  re- 
spect to  highwajs"  (Laws  of  1861. 
cnap.  311),  which  provides  that  all 
highways  that  have  ceased  to  be  trav- 
eled or  used  as  such  for  six  years 
shall  cease  to  be  highways  tor  any 
purpose,  is  not  limited  bv  the  second 
section  of  said  act  to  highways  "  laid 
out  and  dedicated,"  but  applies  as  well 
to  highways  created  by  twenty  years' 
nser.  Said  clause,  however,  is  not  re- 
troactive in  its  effect,  but  only  applies 
to  such  highways  as  have  ceased  to 
be  traveled  or  used  for  six  years  after 
the  passage  of  the  act.  (Amsbry  agt. 
HvmLs,  48  N.  r.,  57.) 

9.  As  commissioners  of  highways  have 
no  power  to  lay  our  a  private  road  for 
one  person  over  the  lands  of  another, 
without  the  consent  of  the  latter,  it  is 
his  consent  alone  which  gives  any 
force  to  the  acts  of  the  commissioners. 
{Dempsetf  agt  Ktj>p,  62  Barb.^  311.) 

3.  A  consent  that  a  private  road  may  be 
laid  out  on  on  the  line  between  the 
farm  of  the  party  consenting  and  the 
adjoining  farm,  one  half  to  be  on  each 
farm,  wul  not  authorize  or  justify  the 


laying  out  of  the  whole  road  on  the 
land  of  such  consenting  party.    {Id.\ 
See  Bailboad  Companies.    (61  Barb.) 

HOSPITAL. 
See  Corporation.    (61  Barb.) 
HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  a  gift  of  money  is  made  b;r 
the  husband  to  his  wife,  while  he  is 
indebted  to  various  creditors,  the  stat- 
ate  declares  such  gift  fraudulent  as  to 
those  creditors.  {Partridge  agt.  StoieSy 
anU,  381.; 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff,  after  having 
obtained  judgment  personally  against 
the  husband  for  some  $1,100,  npon 
which  execution  had  been  issued  and 
returned  unsatisfied,  commenced  an 
action  against  both  husband  and  wife 
in  the  nature  of  a  jndgment  creditors' 
bill,  to  reach  money,  cUiimed  to  have 
been  fraudulently  received  by  the  wife 
as  a  gift  from  her  husband,  and  to  have 
been  used  by  the  wife  npon  her  real 
estate,  and  it  appeared  in  evidence,  hy 
the  admissions  of  both  husband  and 
wife,  that  he  had,  some  time  previously, 
given  his  wife  $500,  and,  perhaps, 
more ;  that  no  accounts  had  been  kept 
between  them  ;  but  she  statedthat  she 
had  paid  back  to  her  husband,  at 
different  tiroes,  as  much  as  she  had 
received  from  him.  And  it  also  ap- 
peared that  about  that  time  the  wife — 
witMn  about  a  month — had  deposited 
to  her  credit,  in  a  savings'  bank,  some- 
thing over  $3,000. 

ffeld,  that  the  loose  and  unsatisfactory 
evidence  of  the  defendanto  can  not  be 
allowed  to  cover  op  the  dealings  be- 
tween the  parties  engaged  in  defraud- 
ing the  creditors  of  either  or  both, 
especiallv  where,  as  in  this  case,  a 
fraudulent  intent  was  fully  proved. 
{Id,) 

3.  It  is  well  settled  that  where  a  con- 
veyance is  executed  With  intent  to 
defraud  creditors,  it  is  void  not  only  aa 
to  existing,  but  as  to  future  creditors. 
{Id.) 

5^  Married  Women.    61  {Barb.) 

4.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  chapter  90  of 
the  laws  of  1860,  a  hubband  was  enti- 
tled to  the  coverture.  {Stokes  agt. 
Mackofh  62  Barb.,  145.) 

5.  All  the  recent  statutes  of  this  state,  for 
the  protection  ot  married  women  ia 
their  estates,  being  in  paria  vMferioj 
are  to  be  constmea  as  one,  in  their  let- 
ter, spirit  and  iutent|  precisely  as  if 
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they  were  coniaiued  in  one  act.  Per 
Potter.  J.  {PerHM  agt.  Perkins,  62 
Barb,,  531.) 

7.  The  new  powera,  conferred  on  mar- 
ried women,  by  these  slalutes,  were 
in  deroKaiion  ot  the  comjaou  law,  and 
are  to  be  strictly  ooustrned.  Per  Pot- 
ter, J.    {Id) 

a  The  nnitv  of  persons  created  by  the 
marriage '  contract,  between  husband 
and  wife,  has  been  no  farther  severed, 
by  those  statutes,  than  the  statutes  in 
express  terms,  or  by  necessary  impli- 
«ition,  haye  effected  that  purpose. 
{Id.) 

9.  A  husband  cannot,  since  those  stat 
utes  were  passed,  maintain  an  action 
Hi  law  against  hie  wife,  to  recover  pay 
for  services  rendered,  any  more  than 
he  could  before.    (Id.) 

See  Marriage.    (61  Bard.) 
Witness.    {Id,) 


I. 
ILLEGAL  CONTRACTS. 

£ee  Corporation.    (62  Barb.) 
Promissory  Notes.    {Id.) 

IMPLIEP  COVENANTS. 


(48  IT.  r.) 


See  Chattel  Mortgage. 
Contracts.    {Id.) 
CovENAirrs.    {Id.) 
Deeds.    {Id.) 

INDEMNITY. 


1.  Taking  indemnity  by  a  public  officer,  is 
not  unlawful  because  not  expressly 
authorized  by  statute.  If  the  obliga- 
tion is  good  at  common  law,  it  is  not 
avoided  by  the  statute.  ( Twmer  agt. 
Sadden,  62  Barb.,  480.) 

See  Boin>.    (62  Barb.) 

INDICTMENT. 

See  Criminjll  Law*    61  Barb, 

I.  An  indictment  for  perjury  before  in- 
spectors of  election,  alleging  commis- 
sion of  the  crime  before  the  board  of 
inspectors  *'then  and  there  duly  au- 
thorized to  administer  the  oath,"  is  not, 
it  seems,  defective  for  omitting  to  state 
the  names  or  number  of  the  inspectors. 
{Bums  agt.  Ttie  People,  5  Laruing, 
189.) 


2.  Or  that  the  inspectors  were  acting  for 
a  particular  ward.    (Id.) 

3.  Or  stating  that  the  prisoner  was  "  duly 
sworn,"  6lc.,  for  omiuing  to  show  th« 
manner  and  form  in  which  the  oath 
was  administered.    (Id.) 

4.  And,  it  seems,  the  averjient  that  he 
was  "duly  sworn"  is  a  sufficient  state- 
ment that  the  proper  statutory  oath 
was  administered.    (Id.) 

5.  And  that  it  is  unnecessary  that  the 
indictment  should  show  that  the  place 
where  the  oath  was  administered  had 
been  legally  appointed  and  constituted 
as  the  place  for  holding  elections, 
where  it  is  stated  that  the  election  was 
held  pursuant  to  law  before  a  board  of 
inspectors  legally  constituted  and  au- 
thorized according  to  law.    (Id.) 

6.  But  where  the  falsity  of  the  oath  was 
alleged  to  be  in  swearing  not  to  have 
voted  previously  at  the  same  election, 
and  an  averment  was  made  that  the 
prisoner  had  done  so,  at  a  place  named, 
without  stating  that  it  was  before  a 
board  of  officers  duly  constirnted  and 
authorized,  or  that  any  lawful  election 
had  been  appointed  or  held  at  the 
Ttlace  * 

Edd,  that  the  indictment  was  for  that 
reason  faulty  in  substance,  and  tlie  de- 
fect not  witl'iin  the  intent  of  the  statute 
(2  R.  S.,  728,  J  52).    (Id.) 

7.  An  indictment  for  robbery  charged 
the  taking  of  money  and  bank  bills, 
viz. :  A  ceitain  sum 'in  bills  known  as 
U.  S.  legal  tender  notes,  and  a  certain 
sum  ill  cnrrency  known  as  postal  cur- 
rency. The  proof  was  that  the  moneys 
taken  were  national  bank  notes  and 
fractional  cnrrencv  niider  the  act  of 
congress  of  March.'l863  (12  U.  S.  Stats, 
at  Large,  711,  $4)- 

Beld,  that  there  was  a  substantial 
variance  between  the  indictment  and 
proof  given,  and  the  jury  should  have 
been  instructed  to  render  a  verdict  for 
the  prisoner,  or  the  case  should  have 
been  dismissed.  (People  agt.  Jones,  5 
Lansing,  340.; 

INFANTS. 

1.  The  suing  by  a  next  friend,  in  cases  of 
actions  brought  by  infants,  is.  of  neces- 
sity^ repealcKl  by'  section  115  of  the 
Code.  And  the  new  system  nowhere 
provides  for  the  gtiardian  of  an  infant 
giving  bail ;  but  gives  the  defendant  an 
equivalent  in  section  316,  by  making 
the  guardian  liable  for  costs.  (DinMr 
agt.  Grouse,  61  Barb.,  289.) 

Su  Accumulation.    {^Lansxna,) 
Pabekt  and  Child.    (Id.) 
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INJUNCTION. 

l.'An  injunction  pendente  lite  will  issne 
torestmiu  towu  officers  from  the  isoinff 
of  bonds  of  the  town  for  ruiiroad 
parpvses  where  it  is  alleged  that  the 
town  had  no  aathoritj  to  create  such 
bonds  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the 
petition  of  the  Tax  payers  of  the  town. 
The  conury  cleric's  certificate  is  not 
conclusive  evidence  of  such  authoniy. 
{Town  of  Rochester  agu  JDavii^  ante^ 

a.  Where  the  plaintiffs  volontarilv 
jmblish  pictares  to  the  public,  for  which 
they  claim  the  proprietary  riffht,  the 
published  copies  fnmish  the  defendants 
the  means  of  reproducing  the  pictures 
without  any  invavion  of  the  plainiitls* 
proprietary  rights  th«reiiL  {Oertel 
agt.  Jiwohiyj  anie^  179.  i 

3.  It  is  ministerial,  not  judicial  officers, 
whom  the  court  has  power  to  re«train 
when  proceeding  illegally  under  a 
claim  or  right  The  process  of  injunc- 
tion, in  a  proper  case  for  staying  a 
judgment^  goes  a^inst  the  parties, 
not  the  tribunal  or  its  judges.  (W.  R. 
R.  Co,  agt  Nolan,  48  N,  K,  513.) 

A.  The  rule  denying  the  right  to  inter- 
fere by  injunction  to  resirain  the  col- 
lection of  a  tax,  is  one  of  public  policy, 
and  it  is  equally  applicable  to  the  case 
of  an  assessment     (Id  ) 

5.  There  is  no  precedent  for  an  injnnc- 
t ion  to  jestrain  acts  upon  the  ground 
that  they  niajr  possibly  or  probably 
result  in  forming  and  casting  a  cloud 
upon  the  title  of  a  parv.  Per  John 
80N,  J.  {Phelps  agt.  The  City  of  Wa- 
tertmon,  61  Barb.^  121.) 

6.  Where  one  has  adopted  a  word  from 
the  French  language,  to  des'^ate  an 
article  which  he  is  engaged  in  manu- 
facturing and  selling,  by  that  name, 
be  acquires,  by  such  adoption,  a  prop- 
erty in  the  use  of  the  word  as  applied 
to  the  article  he  has  made  and  intro- 
duced into  the  market,  although  the 
article  was  previously  sold  in  France 
by  the  same  name;  and  an  injunction 
will  lie  t<>  restrain  the  use  of  the  name 
by  another  manufHCtnrer.  IRillet  agt. 
earlier,  61  Barb.,  435.) 

See   Municipal    Corporations.     (61 
Barb.) 
Action.    ((62  Barb.) 

7.  The  expenses  of  an  nnsnccessful  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  an  injunction  cannot 
be  recovered  npon  an  undertaking 
under  section  222  of  the  Code,  although 
the  court  afterward  decide  that  the  de- 


fendant was  not  entitled  to  the  injnne- 
tion.  (Allen  agt  Brawn,  5  Lantingy 
511.) 

8.  Costs  or  counsel  fees,  or  other  e  xpenses- 
of  defending  an  action  in  which  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  has  been  granted, 
where  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
the  injunction  renderea  the  trial  of  the 
action  more  difficult,  or  that  Uie  in- 
junction increased  the  costs  or  expense- 
of  the  defense,  are  not  damages  *'  bus* 
tained  by  reason  of  the  injunotiou."^ 
(Id.) 

Set  Judgment  Debtor,  6lq.    (5  Lai^ 
sinxj.) 
Prescription.    (Id.) 
K.  R.  Municipal  Bonds.    {Id.) 

INSOLVENCY. 

1.  A  petitioning  creditor  nnder  the  twa 
thirds  act.  who  adds  to  his  si{^ature 
the  declaration  of  release  required  by 
said  act  (2  B.  S.,  36,  $  11),  thereby 
only  transfers  to  the  assignee  any  and 
every  lien  or  security  upon  the  estate 
and  property  of  the  debtor,  not  a  lien 
or  security  upon  the  property  of  a 
third  person.  When,  therefore,  such 
creditor  ban  a  joint  judgment  ajgainst 
two,  the  signinif  of  tne  petition  of  one 
does  not  transfer  to  the  assignee  hi» 
claim  against  or  lien  npon  the  property 
of  the  other.  {Elswortk  agt.  ValdweU, 
.48  iV:  r.,  680.) 

2.  The  bare  omission,  by  an  insolyent 
debtor,  applying  for  a  discharge  under 
the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts, 
to  set  forth  a  particular  debt,  in  hia  pe 
tit  ion,  will  not  vitiate  the  discharge, 
where  theomifsion  is. admitted  to  have 
be<>n  neither  willful  nor  fraudulent 
{Hall  agt  RobbiM,  61  Barb.,  33.) 

3.  Where  a  commissioner  of  insolvency- 
in  Massachusetts,  having  acquired  ju- 
risdiction of  the  case,  adjudged  that 
the  insolvent  had  assigned  his  estate 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  insolvent 
law  of  that  State,  and  had  in  all  things 
conformed  to  the  directions  of  snc^ 
law,  and  dischartred  the  insolvent 
from  his  debts;  Held  that  the  record 
in  MassKchusettfi  must  be  deemed  con- 
clusive here.     {Id.) 

INSANITY. 

1.  There  is  no  presumption  of  law  that 
a  person  who  commits  stUdde  W€U  tn- 
sane,  or  that  the  fact  of  suicide  is  prima 
fiicie  evidence  of  insMuity  (^Freedman. 
J.  dhjteJttinQ.  Sfe  his  opinion).  (Coffey 
Hgt.  The  Home  Life  Lis.  Co.,  ante,  4ol./ 
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2.  AsiHe  from  exlrinpic  facts  and  circum- 
BtaiiceSi  the  law  pitrsoinvs  that  every 
person  who  destroys  his  own  life,  is 
sane  np  to  the  very  moment  when  he 
does  the  act  which  causes  his  death. 
It  cannot  therefore  be  properly  said 
that  the.  commission  of  that  act,  not 
only  removes  the  presumption  of  sanity, 
but  entabiishes  a  legal  prennrnpiiou 
that  he  was  then  iiibaue  (Per  Bar- 
bour, Ch,  J).    {Id.) 

INSURANCE. 

• 

1.  The  defendants  issned  a  policy  of 
tTUuratice  to  Marilla  Kirk,  executrix 
and  trustee  oi  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased, 

j    insuring    **tbe    heirs    and    represen- 

]  t^tives  of  Andrew  Kirk,  deceased/' 
against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  for  one 

I  year,  to  the  extent  of  $1,000,  on  a 
>rri«t  mill  belon^ng  to  said  entate. 
Subsequently  Mrs.  K.,  the  trustee 
during  the  term  of  insurance  and  pre- 

I  vious  to  the  tire,  sold  said  mill  to  one 
Arnold  (who  was  in  possession  under 
a  lease)  for  $8,000,  and  t(>c»k  back  a 
mortgage  to  secure  $7,000  of  the 
purchase  money.  There  was  no 
assignment  of  the  policy  by  Mrs.  K. 
nor  any  notice  of  the  sale  given  to  the 
company.     The  plaintiff  was  sub<>ti- 

,  tnted  MS  trustee  in  place  of  Mrs-  K. 
before  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion. The  policy  coutaiued  the  follow- 
ing clause,  to  wit : 

**  If  the  property  be  sold  or  transferred, 
or  any  change  takes  place  in  the  title 
or  possession,  whether  by  legal  pro- 
cess, or  judicial  decree,  or  voluntary 
transfer  or  conveyuuce,"  then  the 
policy  shall  be  void.* 

Meld  that  this  clause  did  not  operate  as 
a  forfeiture  or  rei.d^r  the  policy 
invalid.  It  was  the  tttut  ftind  that 
was  intended  to  be  secured  by  the 
insnrance,  and  there  has  been  no 
transfer  of  that  property  or  interest. 
{Affirming  8,  C.  at  Special  Tntn.  43 
How.)  {Savage  a^t.  Howard  lamrance 
Company f  atite,  40.) 

2.  Where  a  policy  of  marine  insurance 
was  made  out  to  J.  H.  **  for  account  of 
whom  it  may  concern,''  the  action  to 
recover  the  amount  of  insnrance  is 
properly  brought  by  J.  H.,  he  being 

•the  trustee  of  an  express  trust  under 
the  Code.  {HMhes  agt.  Merran.  MuL 
Jns,  Co,,,  anUt  351.) 

I.  Insurers  may  contract  for  antecedent 
risks,  and.  by  express  agreement, 
insure  against  a  prior  total  loss.    {Id.) 

4.  If  a  time  polciy  of  marine  insurance 
does  not  contain  the  words  '*  lost  or  not 


lost,-'  but  is  ante-dated  by  the  insnrersr 
they  assume  a  retrospective  risk,  for 
which  the  policy  provides,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  issued  on  tlie 
day  it  bore  date.    {Id ) 

5.  It  a  policy  of  marine  insurance 
describes  a  vessel  insured,  as  Uie  bark 
£mprett,  or  bv  whatever  other  name  or 
names  the  vessel  is  or  shall  be  called, 
and  it  appears,  from  the  testimony, 
that  the  name  of  the  vessel  had  been 
changed  to  the  St.  Mary,  it  was  prop« 
eriy  submitted  to  the  jnrv  to  determiner 
what  veH»el  was  intended  to  be  iusurecu 
(Id) 

6.  Where  a  general  agent  of  a  lifer 
insnrance  company,  under  an  agree- 
ment with  a  physician,  utned  a  policy 
of  insurance  to  the  latter,  whereby  th\i 
phvsician  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  suia 
($:^  35)  annually,  as  premium,  for  ten 
years,  upon  the  condition  that  said 
agent  employ  the  assured  as  an  exam* 
ining  physician  for  the  company,  and 
that  the  services  of  the  physician  should 
be  paid  by  such  premium  :  and  it  ap- 
peared, on  the  trial  of  the  action  by 
the  insurance  company  against  the 
physician,  to  recover  the  first  premium 
note  of  $:^  35  that  the  agent  had  no 
authority,  by  his  agreement  with  the 
company  or  otherwise,  to  make  such 
an  agi'eement  for  ineniiince,  and  as  the 
company  hud  never,  in  any  manner, 
ratified  the  same,  the  policy  of  insnr- 
ance was  invalid  and  tne  premium  note 
void.  {Anchor  Life  Iiis.  Co  agt.  Pease, 
ante,  385). 

7.  The  tran fraction  was  not  an  ordinary 
one  which  would  come  under  the 
general  powers  and  duties  of  a  general 
agent,  but  an  extraordinnrv  one  I'equir- 
ing  specific  authority.     {Id.) 

8.  Defendant  issued  to  plaintiff  a  policy 
of  insurance,  covering  his  stock  uf 
goods  on  the  fiist  floor  of  tlie  building. 
No.  39  Centre  street,  N.  Y.  Prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  poliey,  plaintiff 
removed  the  goods  and  business  to  aii 
upi>er  story  iii  the  same  bofHdfng.. 
Defendant,'  with  full  notice  of  the- 
change  of  location,  received  the  pre- 
mium for  renewal,  and  issued  a  re- 
newal leceipC  referring  to  39  Centie- 
street,  and  to  the  former  policy,  but 
expressintr  in  itself  no  restriction  to> 
the  fij-st  fioor.  The  property  being 
destroyed  by  fire,  in  an  action  to  n^ 
cover  the  amount  insured : 

Held,  that  it  must  be  presumed  the  com- 
pany intended  to  give  a  valid  insure 
ance,  as  to  presume  the  contrary  would 
be  to  impute  a  frandulent  intent;  it 
also  intended  plaiutilt toundejatttiud  hft 
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bad,  received  such  an  insnrnnce.  The 
contract  of  reiusunince,  Uiertfore,  will 
be  construed  as  covering  the  goods  in 
the  new  location,  aud  in  this  respect 
modifying  the  original  contract.  kLud- 
Kw  agL  Jettey  City  Ihs.  Co.f  4SN,  Y.^ 
379.) 

9.  A  provision  in  a  policy  of  life  insur- 
ance, forfeiting  the  policy  in  case  the 
aMured  shall  enter  into  any  military  or 
naval  service  without  the  consent  of 
the  company,  includes  only  such  ser- 
vice as  will  require  the  ftei'son  t-nter- 
iuK  into  it  to  do  duty  as  a  combatant. 
An  em|>loyment,  therefore,  by  military 
authorities,  in  constructing  a  railroad 
bridge,  is  not  within  the  prohibitions 
of  the  policy,  and  does  not  invalidate 
it.  (  WtlU  Hgt.  CoKH.  Mat.  Ltfe  Ins, 
Co..  48  If.  r.,  34.) 

10.  At  tlie  time  of  issuing  the  policy  in 
question,  defendant  for  a  further  pre- 
mium of  fifty  dollars,  by  a  written 
instrument,  gave  ihe  assured  permis- 
sion to  go  south  of  the  thirtj-sixth 
degree  of  north  latitude  and  reside 
there  duiing  the  time  of  one  year; 
provided,  and  with  the  understanding 
and  agreement,  that  the  policy  did  not 
insure  against  death  from  any  of  the 
casuttliies  or  consequences  of  war  or 
rebellion,  or  from  uilligerent  forces 
While  engaged  in  building  a  railroad 
bridge,  under  the  direction  of  the 
military  authorities  of  the  United 
States,  about  thirty  miles  in  the  rear 
of  the  Union  army,  and  still  further 
from  the  Confederate  forces,  the 
assured  was  shot  and  killed  by  two  of 
a  party  of  men  not  in  uniform,  who 
roubed  the  men  employed  upon  the 
work  and  residents  near. 

Seldf  that  the  language  of  the  proviso 
included  only  death  from  casualties  or 
consequences  of  war  or  rebellion  car- 
ried on  or  waged  by  authority  of  some 
de  facto  government;  thai  this  case 
did  not  come  within  that  limit,  aud 
that  defendant  was  liable.     {Id.) 

11.  An  insurance  for  a  single  premium 
upon  a  vessel,  at  and  from  the  port 
where  she  is  l^ing  to  another,  is  a  con- 
tinuous and  iiidiviriible  risk:  and  a 
voluntary  and  unnecessary  aeparture 
from  port,  except  upon  the  voyage 
insured,  avoids  the  policy  and  dis- 
charges the  underwriter  from  all  lia- 
bility under  it,  {Fet-nandez  agu  O.  W. 
Itu.  Co.,4SN.  r.,  571.) 

J2.  Defendant  insured  plaintiff's  vesitel 
then  lying  in  port  at  New  York,  nn- 
dergoiiig  repairs,  ''at  and  from  New 
York  to  Havana  "  After  the  repairs 
were  com  plated  the  vessel  went  on  a 


trip  to  Elizabethport,  N.  J.  (sixteen 
miles  ditoaut  from  New  York),  to  test 
her  eitginep  and  take  in  coai.  She  re- 
turned to  New  York  and  subsequently 
sailed  for  Havana,  and  while  prose- 
cuting her  voyage  was  destroyed  by 
fire. 

ffeld^  that  the  voyage  to  Eliziibethp<»rt 
w-as  in  violation  of  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions ot  the  policy,  and  del'eudiuit 
was  not  liable  thereon.    {Id.)    ' 

13.  Warranties  in  a  poHcr  of  insurance 
mnst  be  strictly  and  perfectly  complied 
with ;  this  strict  compliance^  however, 
operates  in  favor  of  as  well  as  a^inst 
the  assnred  when  he  brings  himself 
within  the  terms  thereof.  {Snow  agt. 
CoL  Im.  Co.,  48  N,  Y..  624.) 

14.  A  warranty  in  a  policy  of  marine 
insurance  not  to  use  a  certain  port 
means  not  to  go  into  it  Ooing  near  or 
in  the  direction  of  the  prohibited  port 
is  not  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  and 
this  is  so  although  the  vessel  was  ap- 
proaching with  intent  to  enter  the  port. 
The  fact  and  not  the  intent,  gives  the 
legal  character  to  the  transaction. 
Where,  therefore,  a  vessel,  covered  by 

.a  policy  containing  such  a  warranty, 
wnile  sailing  toward  the  prohibited 
port  with  intent  to  enter  it,  is  \<mX 
oefore  reaching  it,  there  is  no  breach 
of  the  warranty  aud  the  underwriters 
are  liable.     {la) 

See  Sands,  Rte'r,  agt.  Graves  (Hem.),  (48 . 
N.  Y,  653). 

15.  Where  the  application  is  made  a  part 
of  the  policy,  the  Htatements  contained 
in  it  are  warranties,  and  a  compliance 
with  them  conditions  precedent  to  a 
rijfht  to  recover.  {Pietx^  agt.  The  Em- 
pire Ins.  Co.,  62  Ba^-b.^  636.) 

16.  Whatever  is  said  in  the  application  as 
to  the  intent  of  the  assured  in  the 
property,  is  material  and  important, 
nut  does  not  atfeot  the  risk.  The  na- 
ture, situation  and  condition  of  tlie 
property,  its  exposure  to  fire  from 
vcitnin,  as  well  as  from  without,  are 
matters  atfectiug  the  risk.     {Id.) 

17.  Representations  relate  exclusively  to 
the  nsk ;  to  the  matters  which  would 
have  a  tendency  to  induce  the  insurer 
to  enter,  or  to  refuse  to  enter  into  the 
contract,  or  to  lessen  the  pren^um 
which  he  would  charge  lor  insuring. 
In  this  view,  ownership  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  repiesentation.     {Id.) 

18.  Hence,  whatever  is  said  in'the  policy* 
on  that  subject,  must  be  by  way  of 
warranty.     {Id.) 

19.  Knowledge  of  the  interest  of  the  in* 
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snred  in  the  property,  or  premises,  is 
important  to  the  iiMorer,  and  when 
the  insured  U  called  npon  to  state 
saeh  interest  trnly,  and  it  is  stated  an* 
tmly,  the  representation  is  a  warranty, 
and  if  stated  nntrttly,  the  policy  is 
void.    (Id.) 

'SO.  A  foreivm  insnrance  company  which 
has  issued  a  policy  on  the  life  of  a  citi- 
sen  of  this  conntry,  it  to  be  considered 
as  not  affected  by  the  state  of  war 
which  existed  l>etween  the  ditferent 
sections  of  the  United  States  from  1860 
to  1864,  but  is  to  be  deemed  a  neutral ; 
and  the  contract  of  life  insurance  is 
iiui  impaired  by  the  war.  {Marline 
Rv:t.  The  Inteniational  Life  AssHrance 
Society  of  London,  62  Barb.^  181.) 

21.  And  where  such  a  cotnpnny  had 
agents  at  Fayette ville  (N.  C.)  during 
the  war,  who  were  agents  for  the  pur 
poM  of  receiving  premiums;  Betd 
that  all  payments  of  premiums,  made 
to  them  bv  nersuns  insured,  were  valid 
and  bouna  tne  insurers.    (Id,) 

SSL  Where  an  agency  of  an  insurance 
company  was  given  to  two  persons, 
not  as  individuals,  but  as  partners, 
•composing  the  tlrm  of  S.  &.r.;  Held 
«hat  both  were  liable  for  the  acts  of 
■either,  and  the  principal  had  the  right 
to  suppose  that  the  joint  action  of  both 
wonld  be  invoked  in  the  discharge  of 
the  agency,    (Id.) 

^  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions 
requiring  contracts  of  insurance  to  be 
in  writing  they  may  be  by  parol. 
{Rhodes  HgU  JRailvay  Passengers'  As- 
snrance  Co.j  5  Lajising^  71.) 

94.  And  where  there  it  no  limitation  of 
his  power,  such  a  contract  may  be 
made  by  parol  for  the  insurance  com- 
pany by  its  lawfully  conatitnted  gen- 
eral a£ent.    (Id.) 

"SS.  The  powers  of  a  general  agent  to 
make  such  a  contract  of  insurance  are 
not  necessarily  limited  where  be  re- 
reives  from  the  company  a  book  of 
blank  policies  signed  by  its  president, 
with  intent  that  they  shall  be  filled  in 
and  delivered  to  the  person  who  in- 
sures.   (Id.) 

-26.  Where  there  is  an  agreement  to  issue 
ft  policy,  nnder  which  delivery  is  due 
and  alone  remains  unperformed,  equity 
will  decree  payment  of  the  insnrance 
According  to  the  conditions  of  the  pol- 
icy,   (id) 

127.  In  an  action  to  recover  on  an  agree- 
ment to  insure  against  inability  to 
labor  arising  from  accidental  injuries, 
the   Intempeiance  of  the  insored  it 


wholly  immaterial,  unless  it  contrib- 
uted, in  some  degree,  to  canse  the  in- 
jury ;  as  where  the  intemperance  was 
thown  to  be  subsequent  to  the  acci- 
dent.    (Id.) 

28.  Where  the  contract  of  insnrance 
against  accident  provides,  upon  condi* 
dition  of  forfeiting  all  claim,  that  full 
particulars  of  the  accident  and  injury 
shall  be  furnished  to  the  insurer,  with- 
out suppression  of  any  material  fact,  a 
failure  to  disclose  injuries  happening 
subsequently  to  the  accident,  by  which 
the  original  injury  is  aggravated,  is 
not  the  suppression  of  a  fact  within 
the  meaning  o^the  contract.    (Id.) 

29.  In  an  action  on  an  accident  insurance 
for  one  day,  by  which  the  insurer 
agreed  to  be  liable  for  loss  of  time 
from  accident  and  injurv,  which  totally 
disabled  and  prevente<f  from  all  kinas 
of  business,  it  was  shown  that  after  an 
accident  on  the  day  named  the  insured 
was,  for  a  time,  aGle  to  work,  but  be- 
came totally  disabled  some  days  later 
on  receiving  additional  injuries,  which 
aggravated  the  injury  originally  re- 
ceived, and  it  d'd  not' appear  that  the 
original  injury  wonld  have  produced 
total  disability  to  labor: 

Held^  that  the  inttarer  wac  not  liable. 
(Id.) 

30.  Possession  of  insured  property  by 
the  sherifl,  tjiken  through  a  levy  under 
execution  against  the  insured,  will  not 
absolve  the  latter  from  a  warranty  in 
his  policy  that  he  will  keep  a  watch- 
man in  the  premises  at  night.  (Firsi 
National  Bank  of  Ballsion  Spa  agt. 
Insurance  Co.  of  North  America,  5 
Lansing^  203 ) 

31.  In  an  action  npon  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance which  contained  a  condition  that 
the  insured  should,  within  ten  days 
after  any  loss,  deliver  a  particular 
account  thereof,  signed  by  him  and 
verified,  (o  the  company,  evidence  of 
language  of  a  general  agent  of  such 
company,  who  bad  power  to  bind  it, 
used  to  the  insured,  within  ten  days 
after  a  loss  has  occurred,  calculated  to 
induce  the  insured  to  postpone  the 
preparation  t^nd  forwaiiiicg  of  such 
proof  until  after  the  ten  days  hat  ex- 
pired, is,  ii  seemSj  sufBcient  to  support 
a  finding  of  a  waiver  by  the  company 
of  the  condition  within  the  time  re- 
quired for  its  fulfillment  (Dohn  agt. 
Farmer^  Joint  Stock  Insurance  Oo,^  5 
Lansing y  275.) 

32.  The  rejection  of  the  claim  of  the  in- 
sured by  the  company,  made  after  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  policy  for  fur- 
nishing the  proofs  of  lost  bat  ezpired| 
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apon  other  gronnds  Uian  that  the 
proofH  were  not  furnished  within  the 
required  time,  in  a  snfBcient  waiver  bj 
the  oompan^  of  the  non  faltiilment  ot 
such  a  cuudition,  and  no  new  consider 
Hiion  is  required  to  support  such 
waiver.    {Id.) 

33.  A  condition  of  the  policy  reqnired 
that  the  application  must,  if  the  appli- 
cant had  any  less  estate  than  a  fee  in 
the  property  to  be  insured,  state  the 
nature  of  sach  estate : 

Eeldi  that  inasmuch  as  no  question  as  to 
the  Datnre  of  ihe  title  of  the  applicant 
was  inelnded  in  the  written  form  of 
application  furnished  by  the  company, 

,  they  were  liable  upon  snch  policy,  al* 
though  the  title  held  bv  the  insured 
was,  in  fact,  an  equitable  one  only, 
nnder  a  contract  of  sale  upon  which  a 
payment  had  been  made,  and  this  fact 
was  not  stated  by  the  insured  at  the 
time  of  the  application.    (Id.) 

34.  A  statement  by  snch  applicant  that 
he  is  the  owner  of  the  property  to  be 
insared,  to  which  he  has,  in  fact,  only 
an  equitable  title,  nnder  a  contract  of 
sale  upon  which  a  payment  had  been 
made,  is  not  such  a  misrepresentation 
as  avoids  the  policy.    {Id.) 

35.  If  a  member  of  a  firm  which  has  an 
agency  to  take  risks,  &c.,  tor  an  insur- 
ance company  dies,  the  authority  of 
its  snrvivnig  members  to  nicur  new 
liability  for  the  coropanv  ceases. 
[Mariine  agt.  International  Life  At- 
surance  Co.  of  Loindon^  5  Ijansing^ 
535.) 

36.  And  where  a  finp  ot  insnrance 
agents,  having  authority  from  a  life 
insurance  com)»\ny,  whs  accustomed 
to  receive  payments  of  the  premium 
upon  a  policy  of  insurance  isdued  by 
the  company  t 

Beld^  that  the  death  of  one  of  the  firm 
terminated  the  authority  of  the  sur- 
viving member,  and  that  he  was  not 
authorized  to  receive  further  pay* 
ments  either  as  a  survivor  or  individ- 
ually.   {Id.) 

37.  ffeldt  fnrther,  that  the  insured,  on 
taking  receipts  from  the  remaining 
member  of  the  firm  in  the  latier's 
name,  as  survivor,  &c«,  became  charged 
with  notice  of  the  termination  of  the 
agency,  and  there  being  no  evidence 
ox  ratification  by  the  company,  that 
the  payment  of  premiums  to  the  sur- 
viving member  did  not  charge  the 
company.    Ud) 

38.  Where  the  application  npon  which  a 
policy  of  life  insurance  is  issued  is 
made  for  the  benefit  oi  the  person  ap- 


plying, and  becomes  part  of  the  policy, 
^nd  the  iH>licy  recites  the  pa^vment  of 
the  consideration  by  the  applfcant,  and 
the  agreement  is  to  pay  **  tlie  assured,** 
the  insurance  is,  it  seems,  for  the  bene- 
fiit  of  the  applicant.  {Smith  agt.  ^tna 
'  Lift  Inturance  Co.,  5  Lansing,  545.) 

39.  And  in  snch  case,  it  seems,  the  **  as- 
sured is  the  party  paying  the  consider- 
ation, and  asKinff  for  the  insurance  tor 
his  benefit.    {la.) 

40.  It  seems,  in  furnishing  preliminary 
I  roofs  the  person  claiming  the  iiMur- 
Miice  under  a  policy  wliich  agrees  to 

Say  afrer  due  pro<tf  and  notice  of  tiie 
eath,  is  not  obliged  to  furni«h  proof 
of  his  insurable  interest    {Id) 

41.  And  if  necessary  to  furnish  such 
proof,  a  defect  in  that  respect  is  waived 
by  the  insurer  if  he  retains  the  proof 
furnished  without  objection.    {la.) 

42.  Concealment  or  misrepresentation  by 
an  applicant  for  life  insurance  of 
symptoms  of  a  serious  and  dangerona 
disease,  in  answering  questions  pro- 
posed to  him  by  the  insurer,  which  he 
agrees  and  professes  to  answer  truly, 
making  his  answers  part  of  the  policy, 
avoid  the  policy,  even  although  the 
insurer's  examining  physician  exam- 
ines the  applicant  and  re|>orts  favor- 
ably upon  the  matters  questioned  upon. 
{Id) 


INTEMPERANCE. 
See  Iksura^ccb.    (5  Lantint/.) 

INTENTION. 

1.  Althongh  it  is  now  well  settled  that 
where  the  characrer  of  the  transaction 
de(>euds  upon  the  intent  of  a  party  to  a 
contract,  it  is  competent,  when  that 
party  is  a  witness,  to  inquire  of  him 
what  his  intention  was,  Uie  rule  does 
not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  question 
is  not  one  of  intent,  but  whether  the 
witness  was  defrauded,  by  being  in- 
duced to  execute  a  lease,  as  surety  for 
the  tenant,  for  a  term  of  two  years,  in- 
stead of  one,  as  he  supposed  it  to  be. 
{Learned  agt  Ryder,  61  Barb.,  522.) 

2.  In  snch  a  case,  after  the  witness  has' 
testified  that  he  agreed  to  be  soreiy 
only  for  one  year,  it  is  improper  to 
ask  him  whether  be  would  have 
signed  as  surety  if  he  had  known 
that  by  the  lease,  as  drawn,  he  would 
have  become  surety  for  two  jeart. 
{Id) 
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INTEREST. 

1.  The  defeiulniit  subscribed  to  the  cap- 
ital  dtock  of  a  I'HJli'oad  company,  the 
umoiiiit  of  the  siibDcriptiou  to  be  paid 
**iii  such  insiall/iieiiis,  and  at  such 
times,  as  the  board  of  (directors  mlKht 
lawfully  direct."  Sevettd  calls  were 
made  by  the  directorSt  amouutiug,  in 
the  aggregate,  to  the  precise  sum  sub- 
«criled,  which  were  all  paid  by  the 
•defendaut,  but  not  at  the  times  des- 
ignated for  payment  in  the  respective 
calls,  and  receipts  given.  Nothing 
was  said  about  iurereat,  and  no  claim 
made  tor  it,  until  several  months  after 
(he  whole  principal  had  been  paid. 
Jtfeld  Uiat  an  action  would  not  lie  to 
recover  interest  on  the  several  amounts 
specified  in  the  calls,  during  the  time 
they  remained  unpaid  after  the  dny  de- 
siguHted  for  payment  bv  the  call.  {The 
Southern  Central  Ratli-oad  Co.  agt. 
Townoj  MoravMyQi  Barb.y  180.) 

2.  When  there  is  no  agreement  Xo  pa^ 
interest,  interest,  when  allowable,  is 
allowed  not  as  a  part  of  the  contract, 
but  as  an  incident,  and  by  M'a y  of  eam- 
ag^s  f<»r  the  default,  to  mak«  the  cred- 
itor good  for  thelotis  he  has  sustained 
by  reason    of  the  breach   or  default. 

(id.) 

INTERPLEADER. 
Set  Bailment.    (48  N.  T.) 


J. 
JOINT  OBLIGORS. 

1.  Where  an  admxHisti'atfir^s  bond  Is  as- 
signed by  the  snrrogare  for  the  purpose 
of  being  prosecuted  under  the  act  of 
1837,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  tis*ignee  as  the  real  partv 
in  interest,  under  $  111  of  the  Code.  L  | 
sued  in  the  name  of  l\\e  people,  as  the 
nominal  obligees,  the  Cfode,  under  ^ 
]  13.  allows  the  action  to  be  brought  in 
that  form.  {Cndler  agt.  Curry ^  antei 
345.; 

2.  Before  the  Code,  joint  and  several 
obligors  must  have  been  sued  either 
all  jointly,  or  each  one  severally 
Btjt  under  $  120  of  the  Code,  all  or  any 
of  the  obligors  be  included  in  the  same 
action.    {Id.) 

3.  Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  sued 
only  two  of  the  fotir  sureties  to  the 
adminisrrarors'  bond,  held  that  the 
action  was  authorized  by  $  120  of  the 
Cod«. 


JOINT  PLAINTIFFS. 
See  Parties.    (48  iV.  1 .) 

JUDGMENTS. 

1.  A  judgment  in  an  action,  where  the 
court  rendering  it  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  and  the  subject-matter,  is 
filial,  until,  in  some  of  the  modes  sf 
review  known  to  the  law,  it  has  been 
revenned;  the  decision  of  the  court 
ordeiing  the  jud|fineut  cannot  be  re- 
viewed up«jn  motion  to  set  it  aside. 
{Fisher  agt.  Beplum,  48  N.  JT.,  41.) 

2.  A  party  who  has  appeared  and  liti- 
guted  the  action  cannot  move  to  set 
aside  the  juHgmeiit,  upon  the  ground 
that  such  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained.  If  he  made  no  objection  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint,  and  liti- 
gated the  oHUHe  u{K>n  the  merits,  he 
Would  be  bound  by  the  judgment.  If 
he  raised  the  objection,  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  decide  it,  and  if 
the  court  erred,  the  only  mode  of  re- 
view known  to  the  law  is  b^  appeal 
fi-om  the  judgment  or  a  mouou  for  a 
new  trial  .upon  a  case  or  bill  of  excep- 
tions.    {Id.) 

3.  A  judgment  creditor  has  a  mere 
general,  nut  a  s|>ecifio  lien  upon  the 
debtor's  real  estate ;  he  cannot  there- 
fore niaiiitain  an  action  for  waste 
committed  thereon.  {Lamina  agt. 
Carpenter,  48  N.  1.,  408.) 

4j  Parties  cannot,  by  agreement,  convert 
a  judgment  into  a  personal  mortgage 
or  a  bill  of  sale,  or  give  to  it  any 

ff  greater  effect  than  the  Taw  gives  to  it. 
A  parol  agreement,  therefore,  that  a 
judgment  shall  be  a  lien  npon  all  the 
debtor's  personal  pr</perty,  will  not^be 
enforced  in  e(}uity,  even  as  against 
subsequent  assignees  who  assented  to 
the  arrangement.     (Earl,  C.)  {Id.) 

5.  It  was  agreed  between  a  debtor  and 
his  creditors  that  he  should  give  the 
latter  security  for  their  respective 
claims  by  confessing  judgment,  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  one  creditor  to 
be  first  enteied  and  to  have  priority  of 
lien  upon  all  the  property,  real  and 
personal,  of  the  debtor.  The  judg- 
ments were  entered  in  Schuyler  county, 
as  agreed,  all  parties  supposing  that 
connry  to  be  legally  oivanized.  It 
was  subsequently  decided  that  Schny- 
ler  county  was  not  constitutionally 
organized,  and  tl^at  the  jndgment 
should  have  been  docketed  in  Steuben. 
In  Hii  action  brought  by  the  preferred 
creditor  to  establish  bis  equitable 
heu: 
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Held^  thHt,  as  between  the  parties,  the 
plaiiititf  WHS  entitled  to  the  Minie  (Mwi- 
tion  that  he  would  have  occnuied  hud 
bis  jadgment  been  docketed  in  ^  the 
proper  coanty ;  bat  he  wad  nut  entitled 
to  a  Hen  upon  timber  cut  upon  the 
d^tor's  real  estate  after  the  docketin>( 
of  the  judgment,  and  transferred  by 
the  latter  to  the  other  creditors  to  be 
applied  upon  their  judgments  before 
the  iseoiug  of  execution  upon  plaintiff's 
Judgment.  Also  held  (Earl,  C.)t  that 
plaintiff  had  no  lien  upon  the  debtor^ 
personal  property  which  had  been  so 
transferred  prior  to  the  issuing  of  his 
execotiou.     (Id,) 

6.  >Vhere,  in  an  action  in  the  natare  of  a 
creditor's  bill,  bronght  to  set  aside  a 
conveyance  by  the  jndgment  debtor, 
as  fraudulent,  the  plaintiff  obtains  a 
veriict  and  jndgment  is  perfected  some 
months  thereafter,  the  adjudication,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  validitv  of  the 
judgment  upon  which  the  creditor's  bill 
was  founded,  dates  from  the  time  the 
verdict  was  rendered,  and  the  judg- 
ment simply  estops  the  parties  from 
denying  tnat  at  that  time  the  oriifinHl 
judgment  was  a  valid  and  ^nbsisiinj^ 
one ;  it  is  not  conclusive  that  the  origi- 
nal jndgment  w*as  unpaid  at  the  time 
the  jndgment  in  the  creditor's  suit  was 
perfectHd.      {Fitzgerald  agt.   Topping^- 

7  Where  in  an  action  bronght  by  two 
plaintiffs,  they  fail  to  establish  a  joint 
interest,  but  a  separate  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  es- 
tablished, the  conrt  has  power,  under 
^  274  ot  the  Code,  to  give  jndgment 
in  favor  of  the  one  and  against  the 
other,  but  it  is  not  bound  so  to  do,  and 
a  judgment  a^iiist  bf>th  is  nor  erro- 
neons.  Walkiiu  agt.  Smith.  48  If.  T.. 
614.) 

See  Baftcoch  airt.  Heifnarux  (Mem),  (48 
N.  r.,  683). 

8.  wheie  it  appeared  upon  a  motion  to 
set  aside  a  judgmenr,  that  it  was  for 
an  amount  exceeding  $2,100;  that  to 
that  extent,  it  was  upon  a  demand  for 
which  the  defendant,  npon  a  settle- 
ment with  I  he  plaintiffs,  had  given 
them  his  promissory  notes,  which  were 
not  due.  when  the  action  was  com 
menced ;  Held^  that  this  presented  a 
Question  of  law  for  trial.    That,  prima 

'  facie  ,  rliiii  was  againHt  the  right  of  the 
plaintiffM  to  the  jndgmeni,  to  that  ex- 
tents    IBowlet  agt  ffoare,  61   Barb.^ 

9.  And  that  even  if  the  facts  swoni  to 
by  the  plaintiff's,  in  explanation,  could 
overcome  this  legal  presumption,  still 


the  conrt  would  not.  at  s|>cK;iaI  termr 
trv  a  cause  npon  the  merits,  on  affida 
vfts.    {Id.) 

See  Former  Suit. 


JUDGMENT    DEBTOR    AND 
CREDITOU. 

1.  A  indgment  debtor  pnt  the  title  of  hi» 
real  estate  in  his  wife,  snd  alM  paid 
for  other  real  estate  conveyed  to  tier, 
which  latter  estate  she  mortgaged  bonct 
ji.ie.  A  second  jndgment  was  then 
recovered  against  the  debtor  by  the- 
jndipnent  creditor,  who  bronght  sail 
mthe  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill  against^ 
the  husband  and  wife,  filed  a  lit  pen- 
dent^ and  had  a  decree  declaring  the* 
conveyances  fraudulent  respecting'- 
both  judginents,  and  that  the  property 
was  conveyed  subject  to  the  juagments. 
The  wife  then  moitgHged  the  property 
received  from  her  husband,  the  mortg-^ 
age  foreclosed  by  action  to  which  the- 
jndgment  creditor  was  not  party,  and 
the  purchaser  at  the  foreclosure  sale- 
took  an  assignment  ot  the  two  judg- 
ments, paying  the  balance  due,  and 
also  of  tlie  decree  in  the  creditoi's- 
4uit: 

Held,  that  the  asiiignee  of  the  judgments' 
would  oe  restrained  from  proceeding 
to  sell  the  property  covei-ed  by  the 
second  conveyance  to  the  wife,  then 
in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  at  a  fore- 
closure sale  under  her  mortgage  there- 
on, inasmuch  as  the  older  judgment 
did  not  attach  as  a  Hen  thereon,  the 

1'udgment  debtor  never  having  had  the- 
egal  title,  and  the  decree  in  the  credi- 
tor's suit  could  not  charge  it  as  a  lien 
thereon  prior  to  the  mortgage,  as  the 
mortgage  was  not  made  partv  to  that 
suit,  and  the  latter  jndgment  was  re« 
covered  after  the  mortgage.  {Reynolds- 
agt.  Peck,  5  Lansing  149.) 

See  Equitable  Relief.    (5  Lannrng.) 

PKE8UMPT10N.      {Id.) 


JUDGMENT  LIENS. 
See  FoBBCLOSURB.     f5  Lanting.) 

JUDICIAL  PROCEEDING. 
See  Evidence.    (5  La-Min^.) 

JUDICIARY. 

See  CoNsiTCTiONAL  Law.   (5  Lansing  > 
CoUNTV  Judge,    {id.) 
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JURISDICTION. 

1.  A  emmty  judge  has  power  nnder  the 
,  Code,  to  coHtuiti9  on  the  retiifii  of  an 

order  to  show  cause,  an  injunction 
order  made  by  himself  ex  parte  in  an 
action  in  ihe  snpreme  conru*  (Matka- 
vay  Hf^U  WarreHj  antCj  mi .) 

2.  {This  xt  adverte  to  MiddleUwn  AgU 
JRoRdouty  itc.^  R.  R.  Co.  at  special  term, 
43  /fow.f  144,  aMrmed  at  geHcrai  term. 

^    43  ifow.,  481.)    {Id,) 

3.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  ro  jnrisdic* 
tiou  to  issne  an  attac/iment  under  the 
Revised  Stataes  {2  R.  iS/.,  230,  $  26) 
upon  affidavits  ana  papers,  unless  "  It 
shall  sacisfactorily  appear  to  the  jastice 
that  SQch  debtor  has  departed  or  is 
aboat  10  depart  from  the  countu  where 
he  last  resided,  wiih  intent  to  <Iefraad 
his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  service 
of  any  civil  process,  or  that  such  debtor 
keeps  himself  concealed  ^ith  ihe 
like  intent :"  {Garrison  agt.  Marshall, 
anU,  193  ) 

•1.  Or  if  the  application  is  intended  to  be 
made  under Jft  34  of  the  non-imprxson- 
ment  actof  Ys^\,  ''it must  satiafaccoriiy 
appear  l>efore  the  justice  that  the 
defendant  is  about  to  remove  f^'om  the 
county  any  of  his  property  with  intent 
to  defraud  his  •creJitoi'S,  or  has  as- 
signed, disposed  of,  secreted,  or  is  about ' 
to  assign,  uis(»08e  of,  or  secrete  any  of 
his  propei-ty  ^ith  the  like  intent, 
whether  such  defendant  be  a  resident 
of  the  state  ur  not."*    {Id.) 

5.  In  this  case,  the  application  for  the 
attachment  was  made  upon  the  grounds 
that ''the  said  George  Woodruff  has 
departed,  and  is  about  to  remove  his 
property  from  the  said  county  of 
Cayuga  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors." 

Held,  that  the  portion  of  the  application 
siatiutf  that  liie  defendant  in  ine  aitach- 
menthad  departed.  &c.,  would  bring 
the  case  under  $  26  of  the  lleviiied  Stat- 
nres;  while  the  latter  clanse  presents  a 
case  under  6  34  of  the  non-imprison- 
ment act.     (/d.) 

6.  As  the  application  for  the  attachment 
was  partial  I V  made  under  ^  26,  it 
should  have  (*een  made  to  appear  by 
the  affidavits  that  the  defendaui  had 
departed  "  from  the  ccHinty  where  he 
last  resided."  So  also,  as  it  nouifhi  to 
make  out  a  case  within  the  provision 
of  ^  34  of  the  non-imprisonment  act, 
the  papers  ehonid  have  shown  either 
that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the 
state,  or  a  non-resident.     {Id.) 

7.  These  facts  were  essential  to  give  the 
justice  jurisdictiun  to  issue  the  attach* 


ment,  and  without  one  or  the  other  of 
them,  no  case  was  made  out  wiihiu 
either  section  of  the  several  statutes 
quoted.     {Id.) 

8.  The  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of 
Buffalo  nas  jurisdiction  of  an  action 
against  the  board  of  snperviiprs  of 
£rie  county,  where  the  summons  is 
served  upon  the  chairman  or  clerk  of 
the  board  in  that  city.  {The  B.  S  8. 
L  R.  R,  Co.  agt.  JSnpervitort,  48  A.  JT., 

•70.  ) 

See  AMB880R8  AND  ASSBfiSMBNffS.     (61 
Bai-b.) 
Crimihal  Law.    {Id.) 
Municipal  Corporations.    (Id.) 
Shif%  and  Shippino.    {id.) 

9.  The  role  applicable  to  all  inferior 
and  limited  tribunals  is,  that  their  ju- 
risdiction is  never  presumed,  but  on 
the  contrary  must  be  alleged  and 
proved.    When  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

2  court  or  officer  is  made  to  depend  on 
the  return  of  process  in  a  given  form, 
or  proof  of  a  particular  fact,  and  the 
return  is  not  substantially  iu  the  form 
prescribed,  or  the  fact  is  not  proved, 
the  court  or  officer  does  not  acquire  ju- 
risdiction, and  the  proceedings  are  ut- 
terly void.  [Stone  agt.  Milter,  62  Barb., 
430.) 

10.  It  IS  a  universal  rule  that  when  the 
defendant,  in  any  proceedings,  has 
never  appeared,  and  there  is  a  defect 
in  jurisdiction,  it  is  fatal,  and  can  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  any  person  in- 
terested in,  or  affected  by,  them.  Per 
MULLIN,  J.     {Id.} 

11.  If  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter,  voluntary  appearance 
completes  the  jurisdiction,  and  auihor> 
izes  any  decree  or  judi^ent  which  the 
court  may  make.  {Everts  agt.  Everts, 
€2  Barb.,  ^77.) 

See  Appeal.     (62  Barb  ) 

Justices  of  thb  Peace.    {Id.) 

COXSTITUTIONAL  LaW.      {Id.) 

13.  Upon  a  sworn  complaint,  in  writing, 
charging  that  (plaintifl)  •'  of,  d&c,  and 
keeper  of  a  saloon  in  the  town  of  C,  , 
is  a  disorderly  person  by  allowing 
dninkennebs  ana  gambling  in  his 
saloon  by  men  and  boys,  contrary." 
dtc,  a  warrant  was  issued  by  a  justice 
of  tlie  peace,  reciting  the  aecnsation  in 
the  words  of  the  complaint  and  direct- 
ing  plaintifTs  arrest  as  a  disorderly 
person  : 

Beld,  that  it  was  a  sufficient  protection 
to  parties  acting  under  it,  inasmuch  as 
the  complaint  stated  facts  from  which 
the  jiiKtice  might  have  concluded  that 
the  pljuntiff  had  committed  an  offense 
under  the  statute  (I  li.  S.,  638),  which 
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f provides  that  all  "  keepers  of  houses 
01  the  resort  of  draDkarde,  tipplers  or 
gnmesters  •  *  *  shall  be  deemed 
disorderly  persons,"  and  wax,  tliere- 
fore,  suMcient  to  give  the  insiice  jnris- 
dlction.  {Gardner  agt,  Bain^  5  Lan- 
sing, 5^6.) 

See  Arrest.     (5  LaTising,) 

JUSTIGB  OF  THE  PeaCB.     {Id.) 

Justices'  Court.    {Id.) 
Plkadimo.    {Id.) 

Kailboad     Municipal     Bonds. 
{Id.) 

SUBROQATB.      (Id.) 

JURY  AND  JURY  TRIAL. 

See  Justices*  Court.    {Id.) 
Practice.    {Id.) 
Criminal  Law.    (3  Lansing.) 
Practice.    (Id.) 

JUSTICES'  COURT 

Set  Costs.    (48  N.  T.) 

1.  A  jrstice  of  the  pnace  has  the  ri^ht  t« 
allow  an  amendment  of  the  complaint, 
on  the  trial  of  an  action  before  him,  by 
redacing  the  amount  of  damages 
claimed  therein  below  fiftj  dollars; 
al though  the  effect  of  such  an  amend- 
ment will  be  to  deprive  the  defendant 
of  a  right  to  a  new  trial  in  the  county 
court.  {Jaycox  agt  Pinwiy.  51  Barb.^ 
344.) 

S.  The  amendment  of  section  53  of  the 
Code,  in  1861,  by  extending  the  juris- 
diction of  justices^  of  the  peace  to  ac- 
tions of  replevin,  is  not  void  as  violat- 
ing the  provisions  of  the  constitntion 
which  declares  that  "  the  trial  by  iury, 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  been  here- 
tofore used,  shall*  remain  inviolate  for- 
ever," (art  1,  §  2,)  by  reason  of  the 
circumstance  tliat  it  transfers  a  class  of 
cases  from  courrs  of  record,  where  ju- 
ries are  composed  of  twelve  men,  co 
justice's  courts  in  which  thev  consist 
oi  six,  only.  Mullin,  P  J  ,  diAAented. 
{Knight  agt.  Campbell^  61  Barb,^  16.) 

3.  The  circumstance  that  although  all 
three  of  our  State  constirutions  have 
contained  similar  provisions  to  that 
contained  in  article  1,  section  3,  of  the 
constitution  of  1846,  it  has  been  the 
common  practice  for  the  legislatures, 
under  each  and  all,  to  exerHse  the 
power  of  altering  and  enlMi-jk^riiig  the 
jurisdiction  of  these  inferior  tribunals, 
and  authorizing  them  to  tiy  actions, 
and  clH8i*es,  or  kinds  of  action,  with  a 
jury  of  six  men,  which  before  were 
triable  only  in  a  court  of  record,  by  a 
jury  of  twelve  men — showing  a  gen- 


eral acquiescence  in  the  exercise  of 
the  power  for  so  long  a  period — is  one 
of  irreat  weight,  in  favor  of  its  consti- 
Tuiionality;  and  one  which  ought  to 
be  conclusive,  as  to  the  true  constnic- 
tion  and  meaning  of  such  constitutional 
provision.  'Psr  Johnson,  J.    {Id.) 

See  Undertaking.    (61  Barb.) 
Appeal.    (6-i  Barb.) 
,    Leoislaturb.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  the  justice's  return,  on  appeal 
to  the  County  Court,  stated  that  *'  the 
summons  was  personally  served,  the 
SOih  day  of  May,  1870,  on  defendant, 
by  W.  H.  Race,  constable.  Fees 
11.25:" 

Held^  the  appellate  court  might  infer  that 
tlie  constable  so  returned,  (^r^ryagt 
Woodbeck^  5  Lanelng,  498.) 

5.  Whether,  on  such  an  appeal,  other 
grounds  of  error  may  l)e  urged  besides 
those  named  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  or 
which  appear  from  the  return  to  have 
been  raised  below,  quere.    (Id.) 

See  Justice  op  the-  Peace. 
Practice.    (5  Laming.) 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace,  having  two 
offices,  in  his  town,  one  at  B.  and  one 
atH.,at  which  couttswere  held  and 
summonses  made  returnable  alternate- 
ly, issued  a  summons  returnable  at  his 
office  in  H.,  on  a  day  named.  The 
constable,  in  serving  the  summons, 
pretended  to  read  it,  or  state  its  con- 
tents, to  the  defendant;  according  to 
which  statement  the  process  was  re- 
ttiVnable  at  the  office  of  the  justice  in 
B.  The  summons  was  returned  per- 
sonally served.  The  defendant  failing 
to  appear  at  H  ,  on  the  return  day,  a 
judgment  was  there  renderend  against 
him,  in  his  absence.  Hdd  that  the 
process  was  not  duly  sei-yed,  and 
neuc«  the  justice  never  acqniredjuris- 
dictiim  of  the  person  of  ihe  defendant. 
(  Waring  agt.  McKinley,  62  Barb.,  612.) 

2k  If  process  has  been  defectivelv  served, 
or  not  served  at  all,  the  defendant  can- 
not come  into  court  and  by  plea  or  an- 
swer set  up  such  defect  or  want  of  ser- 
vice, to  defeat  the  action.  The  issue 
to  be  joined  and  tried  relates  to  the 
merits,  and  not  to  the  practice  in  the 
suit.     {IL) 

See  Appeal.     (62  Barb.) 
Constable.    {Id.) 

3.  It  is,  it  seems,  discretionary  with  a 
justice  of  the  peace  to  grant  or  refuse 
an  adjournment  after  an  amendment  of 
the  pleading,  under  section  64 ,  subdi> 
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Tif>ion  11,  of  the  Code.     (Slarar  Rgt. 
Willia,  5  Laruin^,  3-29.) 

4.  And  where,  ftt  joining  ifume.  the  de- 
fendftiit  pleHded  a  ^reiienil  neitinl,  nnd 
desired  lo  plead  pHvment,  hnt  the  jii8* 
tice.  wirh  the  plHinnfTrt  kuowleuife, 
declined  receivin>f  the  plea,  sratin^  that 
it  wfts  covered  by  the  genera!  issue : 

Held;,  that  the  refn^nl  of  the  jnstice.  at 
the  trial,  on  permitting  the  defendant 
to  amend  his  answer  hy  pleading  pay- 
inent,  to  allow  an  adjonrnnient  to  rfie 
plaintitf,  npon  affidavit  of  snrprise, 
Hbsence  of  witnesses,  &c.,  was  not 
error,  for  which  the  judgment  would 
be  reversed.    {Id.) 

5.  It  is  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  of 
the  defendant  upon  a  lusiice  of  tlte 
peace,  in  The  case  or  a  summons 
served  by  copy  only,  if  the  plaintiff* 
appearb  in  person  onthe  return  of  the 
summons,  and  the  defendant,  by  attor- 
ney, who  does  aot  prove  his  authority 
to  appear,  and  if^ne  is  joined,  and  the 
«nse  adioumed  b^  consent  without  the 
plaintifTs  requiring  proof  of  the  attor- 
ney's authority,  or  objecting  to  the 
absence  of  it.  [Sptrry  agt.  Meyiiolds, 
5  Lausingj  407.) 

6.  The  statute  (2  R.  S..  233.  $  45)  does 
not  make  any  distinction  between  the 
proof  required  to  be  made  of  authority 
to  appear  in  the  case  of  a  summons 
personally  served,  and  of  one  served 
by  leaving  copy  only.  In  either  case, 
such  authority  is  admitted  where  the 
opposite  party  appears  and  joins  issue 
without  objection  to  the  absence  of 
proot  of  it.     (Id.) 

See  Arrest.     (5  Lannng.) 
Jurisdiction.  .  {Id.\ 
Justices'  Court.    (/<£.( 
Practice.    (Id.) 

JUSTICES'  DISTRICT  COURTS,  N. 
Y.  SALARIES. 

1.  In  •»n  action  against  the  corporation 
of  the  City  of  New  York  bv  a  justice 
of  a  district  court  of  thai  city  for  pay- 
inenr  of  a  balance  of  salary  claimed  to 
be  due  the  jnstice.  at  the  rate  of  $10,000 
per  year,  and  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
ants deny  thai  thf  salary  of  the  plaintiff 
was  fixed  at  $10,000  per  yciu*,  but 
alleire  ihat  it  whs  fixed  by  law  at 
$5,000  per  year,  and  offer  *to  allow 
Judgment  at  the  latter  rate;  On  de- 
murer to  the  answer,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  salary  of  the  plaintitf  was 
lawfully  fixed  ai' $10,000.  per  year  or 
at  the  lesser  j»um  <»f  $5,000  (Qnin  agt. 
The  Mayor,  dc,  of  N.  Y.,  anU,  266.) 

%  This  question  is  settled  in  favor  of  the 


ElaintifT  by  showing  that  on  the  31st  of 
December,  1869,  the  common  counsel 
passed  an  onlinance  fixing  the  compen- 
saHon  of  each  of  the  police  jtislicet  at 
$10,000  per  year,  and  that  compensa- 
tion w.is  thereafter  paid  to  them  at 
that  rate,  and  was  so  paid  when  cL 
383  of  t/ie  LaKs  of  1870  was  enacted. 
Ud.) 

3.  The  latter  enactraf^nt  reads  as  follows 
**The  mayor  and  comptroller  are 
hereby  authorized  to  fix  the  salaries  of 
the  civil  justices  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  as  they 
may  deem  the  legal  business  of  the 
respective  districts  to  justify,  not 
exceeding  tlie  salary  now  paid  to  Uve 
police  justices  of  said  city.     {Id.) 

4.  It  is  in  vain  to  assert  that  the  {salary 
of  the  police  justices  had  been  unlaw- 
fully fixed  at  $10,000  per  year.  That 
is  not  the  question;  but  rat lier  what 
was  the  sum  t/ten  paid  us  such  salary. 
{Id.) 

5.  On  the  Slst  of  October,  1870,  the 
mayor  and  c<»mptroIler  in  pursuance  of 
the  act  of  1870  cL,  383.  fixed  the  salary 
of  the  plaintiff  as  such  civil  justice  at 
$10,000  per  year,  and  signed  a  certifi- 
cate to  authenticate  snch  action.  To 
this  salary  the  plaintiff  is  entitled. 
{Id.) 

6.  The  second  defense  set  up  iu  the 
answer  was  that  there  was  not  money 
in  the  treasury  of  the  city  appropriated 
or  applicable  to  the  plaintiffs  claim  ui 
the  rate  of  $10,000  per  yt^r.    {Id.) 

7.  The  defendants  rely  upon  cA.  583  of 
tlie  latrs  of  1871,  as  supporting  this 
defense,  ft  is  claimed  that  this  act. 
coinii><ii1y  called  the  "two  per  cent 
act.*'  Iitutis  the  amonnt  to  be  raised  by 
the  board  of  supervisors,  by  taxation 
for  the  year  1871,  and  that  the  board 
of  app<»rtionment,  after  providing  for 
the  prinripul  and  interest  of  certain 
bonds  and  the  city's  proportion  of  the 
Slate  tax,  shall  apportion  the  remainder 
of  such  aggregate  amount  '*to  the 
various  denartnients  and  purposes  of 
the  city  ana  county  governments"  and 
that  from  the  sum  so  raised,  all  the 
expenses  of  the  city  and  county  for  all 
their  departmenti*  and  pnrposes'shall  be 
paid,  and  vo  liahilitiea  shall  he  incurred 
for  any  purpose  in  excess  of  such 
ainonni  {§  1-3).     (^rf.j 

8.  That  by  said  act  the  board  of  appor- 
tionment, has  power  to  regnlale  tlte 
snlai-its  of  offirers  and  employees  of  tlie 
city  and  ctmnty  gtAfemvientsi^  3).    {Id,) 

9.  Alwi  the  5lh  section  of  the  same  act  is 
relied  on   which    provides    that    *'}t4» 
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liability  Jor  any  pwpose  whattoever 
shall  Ouita/ler  be  incurred  by  any 
department  of  the  citv  of  New  York  or 
oficei's  of  the  county  o}  New  York  exceed- 
xng  in  amount  the  appropriation  made 
for  snch  purpoRe;  nor  shall  the  City 
aiid  County  of  New  York  be  held  liable 
for  any  imeSiedntss  so  incurred, 

Meldj  I  at.  that  the  civil  jasticet  are  not 
attached  to  any  of  the  "  departments  " 
of  the  city  government;  nor  are  they 
officers  or  eropioyeea  of  an^  of  those 
departmental  bat  still  these  civil  jus- 
tices are  entitled  by  law  to  have  their 
salaries  paid  by  the  city. 

2d.  When  di.  583  of  the  laws  of  1871 
was  passed  the  salaries  of  these  civil 
justices  were  Axed  at  $10,000  each  per 
year,  and  if  when  the  board  of  appor- 
tionment had  made  the  appropriations 
thereunder  for  1871,  whether  they 
exhausted^l  the  fnnd  at  their  disposal 
or  notf  they  had  allowed  to  the  civil 
iuetices  for  their  salaries  but  one-half 
of  what  they  were  entitled  to  receive, 
then  it  \s  clear  that  one-half  the  sums 
due  the  justices  for  their  salaries  would 
still  be  due  to  them  above  such  appro* 
priations.  The  act  of  1871,  was  not 
intended  to  abrogate  existing  lawinl 
contracts,  or  liabilities  of  the  city. 

3rd.  The  city  is  liable  for  the  plaintiffs 
salary  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  per  year, 
thouirh  the  board  of  apportioli'ment 
has  railed  to  provide  for  its  payment. 
{Id.) 

JUSTICE   OF   THE    SUPREME 
COURT. 

See  Railroad  Companies.    (61  Barb ) 

JUSTICE»S  RETURN. 
See  Justice's  Court.    (5  Lansing  ) 

L. 

LACHES. 

1.  A  party  coming  into  a  court  of  equity 
and  asking  relief  upon  the  ground  of 
mistake,  must  show  that  he  has  used 
due  diligence  and  good  faith  to  avoid 
the  conseq  nences  of  the  mistake.  He 
cannot  obtain  relief  where  his  delay 
and  omission  of  duty  has  caused  irre- 
parable mischief  to  the  other  partv. 
(T/iomas  agt  Bartow,  48  N,  Y.,  193.) 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Bet  Lbasb.    (48  N.  Y.) 

1  Where  a  defendant,  in  an  action  for  rent, 


set  up  as  a  defense,  a  snrrender  of  the 
premises,  and  acceptance  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  evidence  ithowed  a  snrren- 
der on  the  30rh  of  November;  that 
the  cause  of  action  for  that  qirarter  ac- 
crued on  the  Ist,  and  the  action  was 
comoienced  on  the  6ih  of  the  same 
month ;  Beld  that  there  having  been 
no  surrender  before  the  suit  was  com- 
menced, that  defense  waf>  not  admissi- 
ble, under  the  answer.  (Learned  agU- 
Byder,  61  Barb,,  552.) 

LARCENY. 
See  Title  to  Chattbls.    (5  Lansing.) 

LEASE. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  exAcntois  and  admin- 
ititrators  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits 
of  premises  leased  to  their  testator  or 
intesf4ife,  accruing  after  his  death,  and, 
to  the  extent  of  the  rent  reserved  in 
the  lease,  to  apply  them  in  payment 
thereof,  instead  of  placing  them  among 
the  general  assets ;  and  they  are  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  rent,  to'the  extent 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by 
them.  iVtma  facie,  these  are  sufficient 
to  pay  the  whole  rent :  if  not,  it  is  a 
matter  of  defense.  [Miller  agt.  Knox, 
48  N,  r.,23i.) 

2.  A  landlord  may  collect  the  rents,  ac- 
cruing after  the  death  of  his  tenant,  of 
the  estate  of  the  det^eased,  or  of  the 
executors  or  administrMiors  personall  v, 
to  the  extent  of  the  rents  and  prufift^t 
of  the  premises  received  by  them,  and 
the  balance,  it  any,  of  the  estate.   (LL) 

See  Pike  agt.  Walter  (Mem.),  (48  N.  K, 
681). 

3.  The  defendants,  being  lessees  of  a  cer 
tain  building,  occupied  the  two  lower 
fl«>or8  thereof,  and  the  plaintiffs  occu- 
pied, nnder  them,  the  lofts  over  the 
stores.  The  leiise  to  the  defendants 
being  about  to  expire,  a  verbal  agree- 
ment was  made,  between  the  parties^ 
that  the  defendants  should  obtain  a 
new  lease  of  the  premises,  from  the 
owner,  at  the  lowest  possible  rent,  lor 
a  term  of  years,  and  divide  the  rent, 
with  the  plaintiffs,  and  sub-let  to  them 
the  lofts,  at  an  annnal  rent  of  one-half 
the  amount  required  to  be  paid  for  the 
whole  building.  The  complaint  al- 
leged that  the  defendants  subsequently 
obtained  a  new  lease  of  the  entire 
premises,  from  the  owner,  for  three 
rears,  at  an  annual  rent  of  $17,000. 
That  they  concealed  from  the  plain* 
tilTs  the  true  terms  and  condiiions  of 
such  lease,  and  falAely  reptiseuted  \o 
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theiD  that  ther  were  obliged  to  pay  a 
rent  of  $19,006  per  annum ;  by  meaina 
of  which  false  repreBentaiions  the 
plaintitttf  were  indace'i  to  siini  a  lease 
for  a  larger  sum  than  one-half  of  The 
actnal  rent  of  the  whole  building' viz  : 
for  $9)500  a  year.  The  prayer  was  that 
the  lease  so  obtained  from  the  nluintitfs 
might  be  refvirroed,  so  that  the  plain- 
tiffs should  not  be  obliged,  by  the  terms 
thereof,  to  pay  more  than  $8500  a 
year.  Hdd.  that  if  the  statements  in 
the  compliiiut  were  true,  the  fucis  were 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  court  in  re- 
forming the  lease ;  or,  at  anv  rare,  in 
relieving  the  plaintiff's  from  tfie  obliga- 
tion to  pay  more  than  oiie-lialf  of  the 
entire  rent.  (Kirtland  agt.  Schanck 
61 -Bari,  348.) 

4.  Held,  also,  that  the  statute  o^  frands 
was  not  applicable  to  the  caf^e.  That 
the  allegation  being  that  the  lease  was 
obtained  by  fraudulent  repregentations, 
and  was  executed  under  tniBHtatementa 
of  the  dffpndants,  the  parol  agreement 
was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action. 
{Id.) 

See  Corporation,    (fil  Bai-h.) 
Partneuship.    {Id.) 

5.  A  lease,  ot  a  farm,  contained  the  foh 
lowing  provision:  **Ii  is  agreed  that 
the  said  [leseor]  shall  have  a  lien,  as 
security  tor  the  payment  of  the  rent 
aforesaid,  on  all  goods,  implements, 
stock,  fixtures,  tools  and  other  lAjrsoiiHl 

'  property  which  mav  be  put  on  said 
premises,  and  such  lien  to  be  enforced, 
on  the  non-payment  of  the  rent  afore 
said,  by  the  takiug  and  sale  of  such 
property,  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
casee  of  chattel  mortgage  on  default 
thereof"  Held  that  thin  clause  did  not 
constitute  a  bargain  and  sale  of  the 
lessee^s  property,  by  way  of  mortgsige 
or  otherwise :  there  being  no  words 
of  sale,  assigtiment  or  transfer  ;  and 
the  design  being  that  the  title  should 
remain  in  the  lessee.  {McCaffrey  agt. 
FVoorfwi,  62  Barb.,  316.) 

6.  Held.  altOy  that  the  provision  was  not 
a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property 
therein  specified  or  reten-ed  to;  nor 
did  it  create  a  lien  th»*reon.  in  the  eve 
(.{ the  law.  tM  jniuentl,  in  favor  of  the 
lessor.    (Id.) 

7.  fl«W, "further,  that  such  provision  was 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  that  the  les 
sor  should  have  a  lien  by  way  of  secu- 
rity in  future,  whenever  rent  became 
due  and  remained  unpuid.    That  it  whs 

\  an  agreement  to  v'ive  a  lien,  but  did 
not  create  one.    (Id.) 

8.  A  lease  for  lives  contained  a  condition 


that  if  the  tenant  committed  waste  the 
leaae  should  become  turfeited.  The 
tenant  mortgaged  his  interest  in  the 
laud,  and  then  committed  waste;  tbe 
landlord,  upon  ascertaining  this  fact, 
deinanded  |K>s8ession  of  the  lands, 
which  the  tenant  surrendered,  and  the 
landlord  executed  a  new  lease  of  the 
premises  to  another  tenant,  who  went 
into  possession  under  it: 
Held,  that  as  against  the  mortgage  pre- 
viously given  by  tbe  tenant  and  parties 
claiming  nnder  it,  the  sorrender  did 
not  terminate  the  lease.  {Allai^  agt. 
Brown^  5  Lansing,  280.) 

9.  As  against  sach  mortgage,  and  even 
as  between  the  landlora  and  tenant,  it 
teems,  a  re-entry  for  the  forfeitnre  by 
suit  at  law  was  necessary  in  order  to 
terminate  the  lease.    {Id.) 

See  Evidence.    (^  Lanswg,) 
Kkplevim.    {Id.) 


LEGACY. 

See  Devise.    (5  Lansing ) 
Evidence.    {Id.) 

LEGISLATIVE  BODY. 

Set  Municipal  Corpojution.   (b  .Can- 

sing.) 

LEGISLATIVE  POWER. 
Se«  Constitutional  Law.  '5  Lansing.) 

LEGISLATURE. 

1.  The  power  of  the  legislature  is  gen- 
eral and  unlimited,  as  to  all  subje<*ls  of 
legiHlation  ;  exc«*pt  in  the  cases  where 
it  has  been  abriuge<l  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  Stale,  or  'of  the  United 
States.  {Knight  agt.  Campbell,  62 
Ba)^.,  16.) 

2.  Hence  its  pow«»r  to  enlarge  the  iuris- 
diriiou  ot  justices'  courts  is  unquestion- 
able :  unle'«s  the  power  iti  restricted  by 
some  constitutional  limitation  upon  it. 
{Id.)  *^ 

LEVYi 

1.  A  sbeiifT  having  returned  a  warrant 
of  attachment  as  '*  merged  in  execu- 
tion,*' and  alM)  having  returned  the 
execution,  nulla  bona,  is  concluded  by 
such  retunis,  and  has  no  further  riffhta 
or  powers  by  virtue  of  having  nad 
the  attachment.  His  powers  termin- 
ated with  the  return  ot   the  prooess^ 
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I  An  BliMsexecation  subaeqnently  iwned, 
cnuld  not  revive  them.  (Clarke  Hgt. 
Goodi'tdge^  ante^  226.) 

2.  The  sherift  wrved  a  cony  of  an 
RUHcliment  on  the  Bank  of  tli'e  Uepnb> 
lie,  with  a  notice  showing  that  he 
levied  on  **the  bnulc  account  of  the 
defendant,  Goodrid^e,  and  any  debt 
•dne  or  owint(  from  the  bank  to  him/* 
At  t))e  time  of  this  levy  nothing  was 
owing  to  Goofind^e  from'  the  bank,  and 
nothing  remaiuetf  to  bis  credit  in  the 
bank  accoant;  bnt  certain  stocks  of 
Groodridge  were  in  pledge  to  the  bank 
for  loans,  which  stocks  at  the  time 
were  worth  no  more  than  the  bank  had 
loaned  upon  them:  Subsequentlv  an 
Advance  in  stocks  enabled  the  bank  to 
sell  them,  so  as  to  realize  a  balance 
which  was  passed  to  the  credit  of 
Ooodridge  in  the  bank  account  After 
such  sale  no  fnrther  levy  was  made  by 
the  'sheriff,  but  instead  thei'eof  be  had 
retamed  the  process,  ffeld^  that  the 
debt  bad  not  been  attached,  as  it  was 
not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
levy ;  and  as  no  levy  was  made  after, 
it  was  a  subsisting  debt    (Id.) 

3.  The  notice  served  by  the  sheriff,  was 
a  sufficient  compliance  with'$  235  ot 
the  code.  Per  Danibls  and  Jamba, 
JJ.    {Id.) 

4.  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  was  not 
in  question  in  the  case.  Per  GroVkb 
and  LoTT,  J  J.    {Id. ) 

5.  The  notice  was  insufficient  Huirr, 
Ch.J.    {Id.) 

C  A  receiver  in  snpplementanr  proceed- 
ings in  Clarke's  action,  haTHig  become 
vested  with  all  the  personal  estate  oi 
the  judgment  debtor,  including  debts 
owing  to  him  (CSMf«,  $  296),  at  a  time 
when  no  process  was  in  the  sheriff's 
hands,  it  was  heldj  that  the  receiver 
was  entitled  to  the  property.    {Id ) 

LIBEL. 

1.  In  construing  a  publication  alleged  to 
be  libelous,  the  scope  and  object  of  the 
whole  article  is  to  be  considered,  and 
such  a  construction  put  up^n  its  lan- 
guage as  won  Id  naturally  be  given  to  it 
The  test  is,  whether  in  the  mind  of  an 
intelligent  man  the  terms  of  th6  article 
and  the  language  used  import  a  crimi- 
nal or  di8ifra<-efnl  clmrjire.  {More  agt 
Bennett,  48  iVT.  r.,  472.) 

52.  Extrinsic  averments  are  not  nece«sa;'y 
where  the  words  used,  giving  them 
their  natural  construction,  tend  to 
injure  the  reputation  ot  the  subject, 
and  expose  him  to  hatred,  contempt  or 
ridicule.    {Id.) 


3.  The  complaint  in  this  action  charged, 
in  substance,  that  detendaiU  published 
an  article  wherein  the  writer,  after 
stating  that  a  certain  woman  was  a 
prostitute,  alleged  that  as  he  under- 
stood, she  was  under  the  pationage  or 
protectiou  of  the  plaintiff.  The  com* 
plaint  alleged  that  this  charge  was 
fnlse  and  malicious,  and  temled  to 
blacken  and  injure  plaintiff's  repnta- 
lion,  and  expose  lyni  to  public  con-, 
tempt  Plaintiff  was  uon-duiced  upon 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action,  as  it  contained 
no  averment  that  the  publication  in- 
tended to  char^  that  the  prostitute 
was  under  plaintiff's  protection  for 
illicit  purposes. 

Held^  error ;  that  the  intent  to  charge  a 
criminal  patronage  or  protection  was 
Bianifest  m  the  publication.  The  com- 
plaint was  sufficient,  therefore,  with- 
oat  such  averments,    (idj 

LICENSE. 
See  Grant.    (62  Barb,) 

LIEN. 

1.  Sections  292  and  294  of  the  Code  fhr- 
nish  a  substitute  for  the  credit«>r's  bill, 
as  furroerlv  used.  The  service  of  the 
order,  under  those  sections,  takes  the 
place  of  the  commencement  of  a  suit 
under  the  old  system,  and  gives  the 
judgment  creditor  the  prion ry  of  a 
Titfilant  creditor,  and  a  lien  upon  the 
equitable  assets  of  the  debtor.  {Lynch 
agt.  Johnson,  48  N.  F.,  27.) 

3.  A  final  order  of  a  judge,  in  proceed- 
ings under  section  294,  requiring  the 
debtor  of  a  defendant  to  pav  his  debt 
to  the  plaintiff,  renders  tins  lien  ef- 
fectual ;  and  payment,  or  liability  to 
pay,  in  pursuance  of  such  order,  is  a 
defence  to  the  debtor  in  an  action 
against  him  by  his  creditor,  or  bv  an 
assignee  who  is  not  shuwu  to  he  a  )joiia 
Jide  purchaser  for  value  of  the  cl-tim, 
prior  to  the  accrumg  of  the  lien.   {Idi) 

See  CoKSTRUCTivE  Notice.  (48  fT,  Y.) 
Paiitition.    (Id.) 

3.  The  mere  assertion,  nnaccompanied 
by  any  other  act.  of  a  lien  greater  in 
amount  than  the  lienor  is  entitl«*d  to, 
will  not  obviate  the  necessity  of  a  ten- 
der; for  it  msy  be  that  the  right 
amount  would  l>e  accepted ;  but  when 
there  is  an  absolute  refusal  to  dvliver 
up  property  unless  aclaim  to  which  the 
party  is  not  entitled  isdisohariffidt  then 
tne  faw  dispenses  with  the  idle  cere- 
mony of  making  a'  tender  which  the 
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claimant  in  advance  declares  he  will 
nor  accept,  and  an  action  mav  be 
bron^bt  immediately.  {Hotft  '  agt. 
Spnxgue^  61  Barb.,  497.) 

4.  Where  a  carrier  nf  grain  refnsed,  ab- 
tolnteiy,  to  deliver  the  Kraiu  to  t^e 
cunsi^neei  unless  the  fuu  amount  of 
freight  was  paid,  without  any  deduc- 
tion for  daniMges  or  short  deiiverv ; 
Held,  that  the  payment  of  the  freight, 
and  the  delivery  of  the  grain  were  to 
be  concurrent  in  ||oint  of  lime,  and  the 
carrier  had  no  right  to  say  that  he 
would  retain  the  goods  uiliil  he  re- 
ceived a  sum  be  was  not  entitled  to. 
{Id.) 

5.  A  lien  n|»on  personal  property,  wheth* 
er  arising  by  operation  or  law,  or  from 
express  contract,  is  a  right  of  detain- 
ing the  property  of  another,  until  some 

,  claim  ^B  satiHned;  and  cannot  exist 
without  possession  of  the  property  in 

I  the  person  making  the  claim.  \McCaf- 
/r«yagt.  If  oocfea,  62  J7ar6.,  316.) 

6w  The  lien  of  a  shipwright  upon  a  boat 
ot  which  he  has  possession,  for  repairs 
made  thereto  for  the  owner,  which 
were  required  to  put  it  in  a  navigable 
condition,  is   prior  to,  and    may  be 

^  forced  as  against,  that  of  a  mortgagee 
thereof,   whose    mortgage    has    been 

[  made  and  dolv  filed  pursuant  to  stMtnte 
and  become  doe  prior  to  the  making 
of  such  repairs,  alihongh  he  has  never 

'    taken  possession  thereunder,  such  lien 

'  being  given  by  law,  and  not  by  agree- 
ment with  the  mortgagor,  {»soii  agt. 
Dtlahunty  5  Lannng,  372.) 

7.  The  decision  in  Bistell  agt.  Pearce  (28 
N.  Y.,  252)  onlj  applies  to  cases  in 
which  the  lien  is  given  by  agreement 

f  between  the  owner  and  lienor,  and  not 
where  the  lien  is  given  by  law.    {Id.) 

8.  Tlie  fact  that  the  mortgagee  had 
knowledge  that  the  repairs  wei-e  being 
made,  and  did  not  notify  the  party 
making  them  of  his  claim  under  the 
mortgage,  or  object  to  their  being 
made  wonid  estop  him  from  assertin>^ 
his  title  nnder  the  mortgage  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  lien.    [Id.) 

Ste  IsHVKAVCn.    {5  Lanstno.) 
Mbcuanics'  Lien.    {Id.) 
TlUiDEB.     (Id.) 

LIMITATION  OP  ACTIONS. 

1.  The  inclination  of  the  courts  is  not  to 
go  beyond  the  strict  letter  of  the  stat- 
ute, in  presuming  trom  mere  lapse  of 

*  time  an  extinguishment  of  a  sealed 
obligation  to  pay.  (Gray,  CJ  {CentnU 
Bank  agt  Heydam,  48  N,  r.,  26U.) 


2.  At  under  the  provisions  of  the  *'  Act 
to  provide  for  the  incorporation  of 
companies  to  construct  plank-roads,' 
etc.  (chap.  210,  Laws  of  lo47|,  in  order 
to  enforce  the  personal  liability  ffiven 
by  said  act  (^  44)  against  stockholders, 
provision  is .  made  that  a  joint  action 
may  be  prosecuted  against  the  com- 

inmy  and  any  one  or  more  stockholdeis 
iable  to  contribute  to  the  paymeut  of 
its  debts ;  the  moment  a  cause  ot  action 
accrues  against  the  company  it  accrues 
against  each  stockholder  liaole,  and  aa 
to  them  the  statute  of  limitations 
begins  to  run.  If  therefore  an  action 
against  a  stockholder  is  not  commenced 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  it  is  barred. 
(Eabl,  C,  dissenting.)  {ConkUn  agt. 
Fwman,  48  N.  F.,  527.) 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  The  time,  within  which  actions  for 
the  recovery  of  real  property  must  be 
brouglit,  is  governed  by  chapter  11.  of 
the  Code,  and  not  b^  chapter  III., 
which  relates  to  *' actions  otiier  than 
for  the  recovery  of  real  property,"^ 
{Marvin  agt.  Levis ^  61  Baro.,  49.) 

2.  A  oanse  of  action  to  recover  damages 
for  frandnlent  representations  made 
upon  a  sale  of  real  estateT,  in  regard  to 
incumbrances,  accrues  the  moment  the 
bargain  is  completed  by  the  convey- 
ance  of  the  premises  to  ilie  purchaser ; 
and  unless  an  action  is  brou^t  within 
six  years  from  that  time,  it  will  bo 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
{NorUti-op  agt.  Bill,  61  Barb,,  136.) 

3.  It  is  of  no  conlequenoe.  whatever, 
that  the  onrch  «ser  did  not  discover  the 
fraud  within  the  six  years.  Even 
though  the  vendor,  or  His  agent,  con- 
ceals  the  defect  of  title,  that  will  nol 
prevent  the  statute  from  running.  {Id  ) 

4.  A  partial  payment  upon  a  promissory 
note  past  one.  by  the  administratrix  of 
one  of  the  makers,  a  poniou  of  which 
payment  is  from  assets  of  the  estate,  if 
made  before  the  statute  of  limitations 
has  run  against  the  note,  saves  the  ob- 
ligation from  the  operation  of  the 
statute  up  to  that  time.  And  this,  al- 
though the  payment  was  the  act  of  one 
or  two  adroinibtrators  alone,  without 
the  consent  of  the  other,  {ffeash  agU 
GrentU,  61  Barh,,  190.) 

5.  AlUer,  where  the  payment  is  made 
after  the  statute  has  run  against  the 
note.  In  that  case,  the  question  of  the 
right  of  one  administrator  to  revive  and 
restore  a  stale  demand  would  arise ; 
and  it  items  such  a  demand  cannot  be 
revived  either  by  the  promise  or  the 
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Bctf  of  pnvment  of  one  of  aevenl  ad- 
ministratort.    {Id.) 

4^  An  administratrix  making  a  paymen 
upon  a  note  after  tbe  tiiatate  or  Iimiia* 
lions  has  run  against  it,  U(»t  oat  of  the 
assets  of  the  estate,  bat  out  ot  her  own 
funds,  will  not  be  deemed  as  acting  in 
her  capacity  of  administratrix,  even 
thoogh  she  directs  the  pavmeut  to  be 
made  upon  that  specific  debt ;  nor  can 
such  payment  be  coiibtmi'd  into  a  pro- 
mise, or  as  indicating  an  iiKention,  to 
revive,  or  continue,  the  demand  against 
the  estate.    {Id.) 

See  Pledob.    (61  Barb.) 

LIS  PENDENS. 

JSee  NoTicB  of  Sum  Pjcnoiko.     (48 
A.  r.) 

LOAN  COMMISSIONERS. 

£u  SlactpoU  Hirt.  Bohhim  (Mem.),  ^48 
iV.  r.,  665). 


M. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  An  action  lies  for  malicions  prosecn* 
tiou  against  one  who  falsely  and  mali- 
cioasly  accnses  another  of  acts  which 
he  believes  constitute  a  crime,  and 
therebv  procures  his  indictment  and 
trial  for  such  crime,  although  the 
charge  made  does  not  constitute  the 
crime  alleged,  or  anv  criminal  ofTenae. 
{Dennu  agu  Rtfan,  o  Lantiagt  350.) 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Where  the  relator's  newspaper  was 
designated  and  selected  by  the  mavor 
and  comptroller  ef  the  city  of  New 
York,  in  1868,  under  the  laws  of  1868, 
as  one  of  the  journals  wherein  the 
proceedings  of  the  common  council  and 
the  noticeis  of  its  committees  should  be 
published ;  and,  in  1870,  other  news- 
papers, o\  which  the  relator's  was  not 
one,  were  designated  by  the  same 
officers  under  the  act  of  that  year,  and 
it  was  declared  by  that  act  to  be  uu- 
lawfnl  to  pay  any  money  for  adver- 
tising thereafter  made  for  or  on  account 
of  tbe  corporation,  except  to  such 
newspapers  (XotM,  1870,  ch  383) ;  and 
no  designations  were  made  under  this 
act,  and  the  power  thereby  conferred 
remained  imexecated. 

Betd^  that  a  vMndamuM  would  lie  to 
compel  the  defendants  to  aadit  and 


allow  tlie  bills  of  the  relator  for  adver- 
tising done  in  1870,  after  the  passage 
of  chapter  383  of  the  laws  of  that  yonr, 
and  solely  und^  the  authority  of  the 
designation  of  bis  newspaper  in 
December,  1868,  then  never  having 
been  any  ntuice,  either  express  or 
implied  of  the  revocation  of  the  orig- 
inal appointment  of  his  newspaper. 
{The  People  agt.  Green,  anUj  201.) 

3.  A  teacher  of  common  tehools^  who 
claims,  under  a  regular  appointment,  a 
salary  due  her  forVich  services,  cannot 
have  a  matvdamut  to  compel  the  inspec- 
tors of  common  scbouls  to  examine  and 
audit  such  salary  She  has  a  remedy 
at  law  if  she  holds  under  a  legal  ap- 
pointment. (The.  Peotile  agt.  Tkt  i*- 
epectort  of  Common  Schools,  anU,  322.) 

iSsf  iCORPORATiox.     (61  ^ar6.) 

3.  It  is  a  general,  if  not  a  nnivers^l, 
rule,  that  a  writ  of  mandamus  will 
not  be  granted  where  other  adequate 
legal  remedies  exibi,  {Tiie  Peome,ex 
rel.  Johnson  agt.  Martin,  GH  Jiarb., 
570.) 

4.  The  writ  is  8ub*«tantial!y  defective, 
when  better  remedies  ate  given  by  ac- 
tion.   {Id.) 

5.  The  act  of  the  le^rislature,  of  1866, 
**  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  in  re- 
lation to  the  duties  of  supervisors," 
{Laws  of  1866,  ch,  534.)  furnishes  a 
complete  and  effectnal  remedv  ^to  a 
town  against  a  supervisor  who  shall 
neglect  to  account,  or  shall  render  a 
false  account,  or  convert  to  his  own 
use  mone^  or  secnrities  of  the  town, 
by  an  action  against  him^  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  town,  by  the  Justices 
of  the  peace  and  town  clerk.  In  addi- 
tion to  this,  the  town  has  a  remedy 
upon  the  official  bond  of  the  supervisor. 
Hence  a  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  com- 
pel a  supervisor  to  meet  and  account 
with  the  justices  and  town  clerk,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
ntes.    (l£.iSr.349,  $4.)    {Id.) 

6.  The  writ  of  mandamiu  is  not  one  of 
the  remedies  given  by  the  act  of  1866. 
The  act  declares  that  whatever  action 
or  proceeding  is  instituted  must  be  in 
tbie  name  of  the  town;  and  this  lan- 
guage cannot  embrace  the  writ  of 
maiuiamns,  which  must,  in  all  cases, 
run  in  the  name  of  ^<t people,    {Id,) 

MARRUGE. 

1.  Where  a  marriage  was  solemnised  in 
England,  between  parties  who  were 
citizens  of  that  country,  at  the  time: 
Held  that  the  rights  of  the  husband  in 
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the  propertT  of  the  wife,  at  and  after 
the  marriage,  were  regnUied  by  the 
cvnii»ou  law.  (Stokes  agt.  Macixn,  &i 
Barb,,  145.) 

And  ih^t,  npon  snch  marriage,  the 
hiwband  became  the  owuer  of  the 
property  then  owned  by  the  wife :  and 
uUhouMh  he  may  have  permitted  her 
to  retain  possession  of  it,  or  to  invest 
it  ia  trade,  or  in  otlier  property,  bis 
right  to  the  property,  or  that  into  which 
it  had  been  convened  by  the  wife  as 
Jiis  agent,  still  conliuued,  and  was  the 
jBub'eot  of  levy  and  sale  on  execution 
issued  against  him.    [Id. ) 

3.  Proof  of  actual  marriage  is  only  re- 
quired iu  prosecations  lor  bigauiv  and 
in  actu»ns  for  crim.  con.  {Bockwell  agt. 
Taniclif,  62  Barb.,  408.) 

4.  In  other  cases,  a  marriage  may  be 
proved  from  cohabitation,  reputation, 
Hcknowledgment^of  the  parties,  recep- 
tion in  the  family  and  other  circum- 
stances from  which  a  marriage  may  be 
inferred.     {Id.) 

5.  This  general  rule  of  evidence  is  not 
affected  bv  the  act  of  the  legislature  al- 
tering the'  law  as  to  the  coni|»etency  of 
witnesses,  by  allowing  parties  lo  ac- 
tions to  be  witnesses  iu  their  own  be- 
half, and  thus  permiiling  h  female  de- 
fendant lo  prove,  by  lier  own  resti- 
monv,  that  she  is  a  married  woman. 
{Id.) 

MARRIAGE    BROKERAGE. 

See  AORBBMENT.    (62  Barb.) 

MARRIED  WOliEN. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  oi 
1860,  concerning  the  rights  and  liabil- 
ities of  husband  and  wife  (Laws  of 
1860,  chap.  40),  as  amended  m  1862 
(Laws  of  1862,  chap.  172),  the  para- 
phernalia of  a  wife,  given  her  by  her 
husband,  which  pnor  to  those  statutes 
was  her  separate  estate  in  equity,  be- 
came clothed  with  all  the  incidents  of  a 
legal  estate;  and.  for  an  iniury  to  or 
conversion  thereof,  she  is  the  proper 
person  to  bring  suit.  {Raweon  agt.  Pa, 
S.  B,  Co.,  48  m  r.,  212 ) 

2.  As  coverture  does  not  prevent  the 
acquisition  of  property  by  a  married 
woman,  the  fact  or  coverture  does  not 
affect  the  title  to  stock  transferred  by 
her;  and  where  the  stock  stands  in 
iier  name  the  certificate  is  evidence  of 
its  absolute  ownei-ship  by  her;  and  in 
case  there  is  nothing  in  it  or  connected 
with  it  indicHtnuf  a  trnst  in  favor  of 
iuiother  person,  one    loaning   money 


npon  pledge  of  the  stock  as  security  is 
warrantea  iu  making  the  loan  upon 
the  assumption  of  such  ownership ;  he 
is  not  bound  to  inquire  and  ascertaiu 
liow  she  obtained  it.  {Leitch  agt. 
WelU,  48  N.  r.,  585.) 

See  Schott  agt.  Schwartz  (Mem.),  f'48  N- 

r.,  666.; 

• 

3.  The  provision  in  section  2  of  the  act 
of  the  legislatnre,  oi  1860,  {Laws  of 
1860,  ck,  90,)  anthorizing  a  married  wo- 
man *'  to  carry  on  any  tiade  oi  business 
aud  perform  any  labor  or  services  on 
her  sole  and  separate  account'"  and  de- 
claring that  *'  the  earnings  of  any  mar- 
ried woman  from  her  trade,  businese, 
labor  or  services,  shall  be  her  sole  and 
separate  property,",  necessarily  in- 
cludes the  right,  on  the  part  of  a  mar- 
ried woman,  to  make  valid  bargains 
for  her  labor  or  services,  before  they 
are  performed.  {Adams  agt.  Honness, 
62  Barb.,  326.) 

See  Husband  and  Wife.     (62  Barb.) 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  The  rule  in  regard  to  the  liability  of 
employers  to  their  employes  for  negli- 
gence in  retaining  incompetent  fellow- 
employes,  of  whose  incompeiency  they 
know'or  should  know,  discussed,  and 
its  limits  explamed.  (Baulec  agt.  New 
Yorkaiid  Uariem  B.  B.  Co.,  5  Lansing y 
436. 

^iM  Evidence,    (b  Lansing.) 

MfiCHANIC'S  LIENS. 

1.  The  act  of  March  27th,  1871,  providing 
for  the  extension  of  mechxinic's  tiens^ 
dbc.  being  remedial,  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  extending  the  time  for  the 
enforcing  the  lien  when  proceedings 
were  commenced  within  the  year ;  and 
where  the  lien  existed  at  the  time  the 
statnte  took  effect,  held,  that  the  act 
applied  to  such  proceeding.  {Tfim 
agt.  Willoughbif,  ante,  189.) 

See  Equitablb  Assignment.  [QlBarb.) 

2.  The  amendment  of  1869  (Sess.  Laws, 
vol.  2, 1.355)  to  the  mechanics'  lien  law 
(Laws  1854.  1807,  sec.  4),  requiring 
notice  of  the  lien  to  be  filed  with  the 
county  clerk,  applied  to  claims  for 
materials  furnished  before  its  passage. 
{Mooi-e  agt.  Majuert,  5  Lansing,  173.) 

MILITARY  SERVICE. 
See  Insurance,  Life.    (48  N.  T.) 
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MISTAKE. 

}.  PlaintifT  pnrchased  and  paid  for  cer- 
tain real  estate,  direciiiiK  tiie  vendor 
to  execute  to  her  a  deed  conveying 
the  same  to  her,  with  a  proviso  therein 
that  if  her  sun  should  pay  her  $200 
per  year  daring  her  life,  he  shunld 
nave  the  nropertv  after  her  death.  By 
mistake,  the  deed  was  so  drawn  as  to 
grant  the  land  to  her  in  trust  for  her 
son,  upon  certain  conditions,  not  being 
a  tiust  recognized  by  the  statute  of 
uses  and  trusts.  Plaintiff  received  the 
deed  without  examination,  and  did  not 
discover  the  mistake  for  several  months 
thereafter.  When  she  did  discover  it, 
with  the  concurrence  of  her  son,  who 
refused  to  take  under  the  deed,  she 
returned  it  to  her  grantor,  when  the 
same  was  destroyed,  and  a  new  deed 
was  executed  and  delivered  to  her, 
conveving  the  premises  in  fee ;  subse- 
quently the  premisesjwere  levied  npon, 
advertised  and  sold,  under  an  execu- 
tion against  the  son.  The  purchaser 
at  the  sheriff's  sale  claimed  that  the 
son  had  the  title  to  the  premises  or  an 
interest  therein,  which  he  had  pur- 
chased, aud  this  he  threatened  to  en- 
force. 

Seld^  that  there  was  not  a  valid  and 
effectual  delivery  and  acceptance  of 
the  first  deed,  so  as  to  pa8«  the  title; 
that  the  sou  bad  no  interest  in  tlie 
premises,  and  that  an  action  tu  quiet 
the  title  could  be  maintained.  [Fotida 
agU  Sage,  48  N.  r.,  173.) 

3.  Even  if  there  was  such  a  delivery : 
the  mistake  could  not  be  corrected 
without  the  aid  of  the  court,  the  plain- 
titr  remained  the  equitable  owner, 
with  rights  superior  to  the  purchaser 

;  at  the  sheriff's  sale ;  aud  with  all  the 
necessary  parties  before  it,  the  court 

<  could,  in  an  action  brought  to  quiet 
the  title,  establish  plaintifi  's  title  under 
the  second  deed,  and  annul  any  olaim 
of  title  under  the  first.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  there  is  a  mistake,  whether  of 
law  or  of  fact,  in  reducing  an  agree- 
ment to  form  or  in  carrying  it  into 
effect,  equity  will  grant  relief;  but 
where  the  narties  adopt  the  security 
which  is  to  oe  used  to  effectuate  their 
intention,  if  the  security  should  fail, 
from  ignorance  of  the  law,  or  from 
any  oUier  cause,  to  operate  as  the 
parties  intended,  the  courts  cannot 
substitute  any  other  securitv  for  the 
one  adopted.  {Lanning  agt.  Carjtetiterf 
48  If*  Jr.f  408.) 

4.  Where  parties,  to  carry  out  their  con- 
^  tract,    agree    to    use    au    instrument 


which,  by  their  mistake  of  the  law, 
will  not  effectuate  their  intention^ 
equttv  will  not  reform  the  instrument 
or  substitute  another;  but  where  par- 
ties intending  to  reduce  a  parol  agree- 
ment to  writing,  and  because  they  are 
igiiorant  of  the  force  of  language,  and 
misundersiaiid  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  used,  make  a  contract  different 
from  that  desigiied,  equity  will  grant 
relief  by  reforming  the  instrument  aud 
compellinif  the  parties  to  execute  and 
perl'orm  their  agreement  as  they  made^ 
It.  It  matters  not  whether  such  a  mis- 
take be  called  one  of  law  or  of  fact.. 
(Pitcher  agt.  Mennatetff  48  If.  T.,  4i5.y 

5.  An  e<iuitable  defense  of  this  nature  can. 
be  litigated  upon  a  Jury  trial.    {Id.) 

See  Estoppel.    (48  If,  T.) 
Pleading.    {Id.) 
Action.    (5  Lanting.) 
Evidence.    {Id.) 

HE8C188ION  OF  CONTRACT.      (Id.^ 

MONEY  RECEIVED. 

See  Action.     (5  Laiunng.) 

Title  to  Chattels.    (Id.) 


MORTGAGE. 

1.  A  mortgage  of  property  which  contain* 
no  covenant  or  proinise  to  pay  the- 
money  secured  by  it.  nor  any  express 
acknowledgement  of  indebtednei«  by 
t^e  mortgagor,  creates  no  per$onat 
liability.  fCo/dnaM  agt  Van  Bensta' 
laer,  aaU,  368.) 

2.  It  is  enough  to  establish  a  personal 
liability  against  the  mortgagor  if  the 
mortgage  contain  an  cidmluun^  of  in- 
debtedness on  his  part,  then  a  promise 
will  be  implied  aud  a  legal  liability 
created.    {Id.) 

3.  But  all  the  cases  held,  however,  that 
to  cieate  a  personal  liability  by  impli- 
cation, the  admission  of  indebtedoetu 
contained  in  the  instrument  must  be 
express  and  unequivocal.  It  is  only 
from  such  an  admission  that  a  promise- 
will  be  implied,    (id) 

4.  The  recital  in  an  ordinanr  mortgage,. 
*'  ^at  the  party  of  the  tfrst  part,  iu 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  five  fanu- 
dred  dollars  to  him  duly  paid,  has 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  oonveved," 
&o.,  is  not  an  admission  of  indebted- 
ness from  which  a  promise  to  pay  the 
sum  secured  would  be  implied,  hence 
no  personal  liability  against  the  mort- 
gagor was  created  thereby.    {Id,) 

5.  The  judge  also  erred  in  submitting  to- 
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the  inry  the  question  whether  the 
defendants  were  in  possession  of  rhe 
pier  when  the  accident  occurred.  The 
only  evidence  to  Hupport  ihe  anbrnis- 
siou  of  thia  inquiry  was  that  the  lease 
was  executed  some  nionihfl  after  it 
was  dat^d,  and  that  the  defendants* 
agent  entered  upon  the  pier  and  made 
repairs  n(K)n  it  a  few  montlis  after  it 
broke  down.  It  was  also  in  evi- 
dence, and  nndi»pated,  that  the  lessees 
were  in  the  posseesion  at  the  date 
of  the  lea^e,  and  from  thence  uniil  it 
fell.     (Id.) 

See  Fixtures.    (48  N,  T.) 
fokkclosuue. 
Paymekt. 
Busk  a^t.  Rochester  City  Banl  (Mem.), 

{Td.) 
Stachpole  agt.  Rohbint  (Jf«m.),  {Id.) 

5.  Where  a  roortgafre.  made  withoat  con- 
sideration, for  the  purpose  of  sale,  is 
sold  for  a  sum  less  thau  its  face,  the 
transHctisn  is  usurious,  and  the  mort- 
gage is  void  in  rhe  hands  of  the  mort- 
>m^ee.       ( Viclxry    agt.    DicbiOJi,    62 

6.  A  mortgage  having  no  consideration 
whatever,  as  between  the  parties,  ex- 
cept the  surrender  of  a  prior  mortgage 
which  is  ui^urious  and  void,  is  tjiint«d 
with  the  uttnry  of  the  first  and  cacuot 
be  enforced,  (id.) 

7.  The  request  of  a  debtor,  to  a  thiid  per- 
son, to  become  a  surety  for  him  to  his 
creditor,  for  a  loan,  cannot  purge  a 
Qsarions  transaction  of  lU  usury.    {Id. ) 

8.  An  unacknowledged  mortgatre  is  a 
valid  security  in  tlie  hands  of  the  mort- 
gagee, except  as  ntrainst  bon/i  fide  pur- 
chasers or  men mb ranee  1*8  without  no- 
tice.   (Id.) 

9.  Where  a  party,  by  motion,  seeks  re- 
lief from  a  sale'of  mortgaged  premises 
made  by  a  referee,  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  a  regular  iudgment  existed, 
under  which  the  referee  was  duly  ap- 
pointed, and  that  he  had  given  the  re- 
quisite and  ushhI  notice  of  sale,  and 
proceeded  to  offer  the  premises,  tnere- 
nnder,  and  executed  his  deed  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  aale  so  made  by  him,  no 
question  as  to  technical  or  u>rmal  ir- 
regularities, required  by  rule  46  to  be 
specified  in  a  notice  of  motion  arises, 
and  the  rule  does  not  apnlv.  {Kel- 
logg agu  Eowell,  62  Barb.,  280. ) 

10.  Any  person  whose  rights  are  injuri- 
ously affected  by  a  judgment,  or  a 
sale  of  property  under  it,  mnv  move 
to  set  aside  the  same,  although  he  is 
Bot  a  party  to  the  suit.    {Id.) 


11 .  Xo  action  will  lie  to  set  aside  a  sale 
of  property  of  the  iudgment  debtor 
under  a  judgment.  The  only  remedy 
is  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  judinnent. 
{Id.) 

12.  A  sale  uhder  a  judtrmeipt  will  not  be 
set  aside,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  sur- 
prise, or  well  grounded  misapprehen- 
sion, simpiv  because  a  higher  price  can 
be  reasonably  anticipated  on  a  resale 
of  the  piemisea.    (Id.) 

13.  Where  a  mortgage,  foreclosed  under 
the  sTfltnte.  by  its  terms,  was  not  to  be 
a  security  for  over  $3000  "  at  any  one 
time.*'  but  m  the  notice  of  sale  of  the 
land  $484.5.3.5  was  claimed  to  be  due  at 
the  first  publication  of  such  notice; 
Held  that  the  foreclosure  proceedings 
were  not  rendered  void  bv  the  claiming* 
of  a  Irtiver  sum  as  due,  fn  ilie  notice, 
than  WHS  or  conid  have  been  due,  on 
the  mortgHu'e.  {Jfowi-y  aift,  Sanbinn. 
eQ  Barb.,  ftiS.) 

14.  The  statute  authorizes  the  foreclosure 
by  advertisement,  of  any  mortgage 
that  contains  a  power  of  sale,  upon  de- 
fault bein^  made  in  any  condition  in 
said  mortgage.     {Id.) 

15  A  purchaser  at  the  sale  mav,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  be  permitted  on 
the  trial,  t(>  prove  positively  by  wit- 
nesnefi,  or  by  a  new  affidavit,  that  the 
mortj<HKors  resided  at  the  place  to 
which  the  notice  of  sale  was  directed 
to  them,  when  it  was  so  directed. 
{Id.) 

See  Gift.    (C2  Barb.) 

MOTION. 

1.  Where  it  became  the  duty  of  the 
ap|>eitant's  attomevs  to  see  that  the 
cause  was  restored  to  the  calendar  of 
the  general  term,  as  part  of  the  condi- 
tions upon  which  they  were  relieved 
from  a  former  default-^ which  they  did 
not  do ;  and  the  ret^pondeni's  attorney 
in  accordance  with  tnat  order,  finding 
it  omitted  from  the  calendar  on  the  Ist 
day  of  the  October  general  term,  pro  • 
cured  it  to  be  restored,  and  some  days 
afterwards  it  was  regularlv  entiled  to'  a 
judgment  of  affirmance  by  default : 

Held  that  this  action  was  regular,  and  in 
consideration  of  this  being  a  second 
motion  by  the  appellants  to  be  relieved, 
it  WHS  proper  that  the  court  look  into- 
the  mertta  presented  by  the  jusiice'ii 
return. 

ffe^d.  also,  that  the  testimony  in  the  court 
below  warranted  rhe  justice,  notwitU 
standhig  the  form  of  the  note,  to  find 
that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  ap- 
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pellnnts  for  the  nccommodation  of 
McKenzie,  one  of  the  defendHnr«,  and 
for  the  parTKMe  of  enabliiiff  biin  to 
procure  a  release  of  his  wagon  from 
the  plaiutifTs'  lien.  Under  snch  circom- 
^tances  their  liabilitv  as  accommoda 
tion  indonters  is  well  establiohed  by 
the  ootirt  of  appeals  iu  Moore  agL 
CrMs,  (19  N.  v.,  SW7.)  {Luft  agu 
OraJiam^  anie^  152.) 

2.  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
Judges  mihuteM,  uo  costs  as  for  a  motion, 
can  be  allowed.  The  prevaiiinif  party 
is  entitled  only  to  a  trial  f^  for  the 
trial  of  an  issue  of  tact.  {MulUr  agt. 
EiggiMy  ante,  224.) 

3.  Where  on  a  motion  b}r  defendant  to 
THcate  a  judgment  against  him  and  to 
discharge  him  from  custody,  it  is  re- 
ferred 10  a  referee  to  take  proof  to  as- 
certain a  single  qaesiion  of  fact,  to  wit: 
whether  the  snmmons  iu  the  action 
was  ever  served  on  the  defendant,  and 
the  referee  reports,  in  favor  of  the  de> 
feudant,  he  cannot  move  for  a  confirm* 
ation  of  the  report  aiitil  eight  days 
notice  of  filiniy^  the  report  has  been 
tfiven  to  the  planitiff,  that  the  latter  may 
file  his  exceptions  to  the  report,  the 
motion  will  be  denied  as  piemamre. 
{Riley  hgt.  Browne  ante^  429.) 

4.  Bat  on  a  final  hearing  at  special  term, 
after  the  filing  of  the  report  and  ex- 
ceptions taken  thereto,  the  court  may 
allow  the  plaintiff's  motion  to  set  aside 
the  report  upon  bis  exceptions,  and  the 
defendant's  application  fur  conlirraation 
of  the  report  to  come  on  to  argument 
together.    (Id.) 

5.  The  court  has  ample  power  under  ^ 
271  of  the  Code,  to  direct  the  determi- 
nation of  a  material  and  controverted 
qntfstion  of  fact  arising  upon  a  motion 
to  be  as  certaiued  by  a  referee.     {Id.) 

6.  A  Judgment  in  an  action,  where  the 
court  reuderinff  it  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  parties  and  the  subject  matter,  is 
final,  until,  in  some  of  the  modes  of 
review  known  to  the  law,  it  has  been 
reversed ;  the  decision  of  the  court  or- 
dering the  Judgment  cannot  be  re- 
viewed upon  motion  to  set  it  aside. 
{Fither  agu  Eepburn,  48  N,  T.,  41.) 

See  Appeal.    (48  N,  T.) 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 
See  Assessment  and  Taxation.     (48 

If.  r.) 

I.  Conrte  of  equity  have  no  general  snp- 
ervisory  power  over  the  government 
of  municipal  corporations,  or  over  the 
acts  and  proceedings  uf  their  governing 


bodies.  {Plielpt  nirt.  The  City  qf  Water- 
town,  61  Barb.t  121.) 

2.  U  was  never  the  province  of  a  «ourt 
of  equity  to  interiere, ' in  such  cases, 
between  the  individual  citizen  and  the 
municipal  antbority.  except  where  it  is 
shown  by  the  complaint  that  the  rights 
of  the  person  proHecuting  have  been 
either  injured  or  menaced  in  a  matter 
falling  under  some  recognized  bead  of 
equity,  and  which  it  is  the  peculiar 
pi-ovfiice  of  a  court  of  equity  to  pre- 
vent or  redress.  Per  Johnson,  J. 
ild) 

3.  The  power  of  the  legfdlatnre  to  autho- 
rize municipal  corporations  to  bond 
themselves,  in  aid  of  railroad  sorpora- 
tions,  is  conclusively  settled  in  this 
State,  by  the  court  of  last  resort,  as 
well  as  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  ( Tke  People  tx  rel  Doty 
agt.  Hemhaw,  61  Barb.,  409.) 

4.  When  the  assent  of  the  tax-nayers  of 
a  town,  to  the  issue  of  bonus  by  the 
town,  is  manifested  in  th*^  wa^*  pre- 
scribed by  the  legislature,  it  is  irrevo- 
cable.    (Id.) 

5.  If  a  petitioner  may,  at  any  time,  with- 
draw his  assent,  it  must  be  bef(»re  the 
petition  has  been  acted  ou  by  the 
county  j  ndge.    {Id. ) 

6.  After  inrisdiction  has  been  conferred 
upon  the  countv  Judge,  by  |>resenting 
a  petition  signed  by  tlie  requisite  num- 
ber of  tax-payers,  represenrinv  the  re- 
qnisite  araouiit  of  taxable  prot>erty,  it 
is  too  late  for  petitioners  to  withdraw 
their  assent.    {Id.) 

7.  Where  the  foundation  for  an  action 
against  a  city  corporation  to  recover 
damages  for  a  personal  injnry  sustained 
by  the  plain  tiff  was,  that  a  piece  of  ice 
u)>on  wnich  he  slipfied  and  fell  was  a 
dangerous  obstruction  to  those  using 
the  sidewalk  for  passing  along  the 
street,  which  the  city  was  bound  to 
remove,  and  the  danger  consisted  in 
the  liability  of  those  who  stepped  upon 
it,  to  slip  and  fall ;  Held,  that  the  ob- 
strnciiou  was  one  to  be  avoided  by 
those  using  the  sidewalk,  and  seeing, 
or  being  able  to  see,  the  ice ;  and  thai 
if  it  could  readily  be  avoided,  tlie 
failure  to  avoid  it,  by  one  using  the 
sidewalk  and  plainly  seeing  the  oh- 
struct  ion,   mnst    be  'acconnted    negli- 

gence.     [DHrkin,  agt.  The  City  of  Troy, 
1  Barb.,  438.) 

8.  ffeld.  aho,  that  if  there  was  danger  in 
walking  over  the  piece  of  ice,  and  the 
plaintiff  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily 
undertook  to  walk  over  it,  when  he 
could  plainly  eee  it,  and  eat*ily  avoid 
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(it,  Riid  fell  and  broke  a  lirob,  he  conid  ^ 
not  meet  the  ailetEration  that  his  own' 
negligence  oontrilmted  to  the  result; 
or  avoid  the  conclnsion  that  he  mtiat 
therefore  fail  to  recover  dnroa^^s  of 
the  city.   Vaienti  nonfit  injui-ia.    {Id.) 

'9.  And  it  being  proved  that  the  plaintiff 
not  only  did  see  the  ice.  but  Whs  warned 
of  it^  at  the  time ;  Held^  that  he  wa« 
nut  in  a  sitnution  to  charge  his  injnry 
€0  the  defauli  of  the  city,  if  the  city  was 
in  default,  and  should  therefore*  have 
been  non-suiied.     tid.) 

SO.  In  snch  a  case  it  is  erroneons  for  the 
judge  to  refuse  to  charge  the  jury  that 
•*  if  immediately  previous  to  the  acci- 
dent, the  plain'ritf  knew,  or  had  no 
ticed,  that  there  whs  ice  there,  .and 
tiion  look  the  riitk  of  passing  over  the 
pittce  safely,  he  could  not  recover." 
{Id.\ 

11.  It  is  well  settled  that  in  the  case  of  a 
village  or  city  where  the  trustees,  or 
common  com.eii,  are  made  commission- 
^er0  of  highways,  the  corporation  is 
liable  for  their  negligence  in  not  keep- 
ing the  streets  and  sidewalks,  within 
the  corporate  limits,  in  a  condition  safe 
for  the  use  of  passengers  thereon. 
iMoieif  agt.  T/u  Cxiy  of  Troy,  61  Barb.y 

12.  Where.  In  an  action  against  a  city,  to 
recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury 
BUtftained  by  the  plaiutitf  in  slipping 
and  falling  upon  an  icv  sidewalk,  there 
was  evidence  tendin^^to show  that  the 
ice  was  an  accnnmlation  from  the  iieez- 
ing  of  water  flowing  from  a  house- 
-conductor  npon  the  sidewalk  a^^d  ex- 
tending entirely  across  it ;  that  it  had 
remained  there*  long  enough  to  warrant 

I  the  inry  in  attributing  negligence  to 
the  defendant,  for  iu  cuniiiiuance ;  and 
at  the  time  of  the  accident,  it  was  cov- 
ered with  a  light  fall  of  snow,  which 
covered  the  ice,  and  concealed  it  from 
the  plaintili's  view  as  she  attempted  to 
walk  over  it ;  Held,  that  the  question 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dani  was,  under  the  evidence  properly 
subiniited  to  ibejury.    {Id.) 

t3.  Held,  alio,  that  there  was  no  sncb 
manifest  negligence  on  tlie  part  of  the 
plaintiff  as  to  call  for  a  non-suit ;  and 
that  that  question  was  also  properly 
left  to  the  jury.     [Id.) 

14.  Eeidy  ftirthert  that  npon  the  snbject 
of  the  necessit}r  of  actual  notice  of  the 
obstruction  being  brought  borne  to 
the  defendant,  the  judge  was  right  in 
refusing  to  charge  that  it  was  neces- 
sary ;  and  that  he  put  the  case  upon  a 
ffronnd  sufficiently  favorable  to  tne  de- 
teadaut,   in   charging,    as   requested, 


"  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  nn- 
less  it  appeared  that  the  aocalnnlation 
of  ice  at  the  point  in  question  had  re- 
mained so  long  as  to  make  the  obstmo- 
tlou  public  and  notorious."    {Id.) 

See  Action.    (62  Barb.) 

15.  The  resolution  of  a  corporate  or  legis- 
lative body  is  not  questionable  by  a 
third  person,  because  passed  npon  re- 
cousioeration  of  a  ne^tive  vote, 
moved  by  one  who  originally  voted 
with  the  minority.  {People  ex  rel. 
Locke  agt  Com.  Council  of  CUy  of 
Rochester^  5  LaMing,  11.) 

16.  The  Common  Coancil  of  Rochester  is 
reouired  (Laws  1861,  p.  323.  $^  164, 
l6o)  to  publish  a  notice,  specifying 
any  public  improvement  before  deter- 
uiiiiiug  upon  it : 

Held,  that  a  notice  of  an  intended  pnbllc 
sewer  in  that  city  need  not  state  its 
proposed  depth  beneath  the  snrfooe  of 
the  street,  and,  it  seems,  if  not  suffi- 
ciently K>w  to  admit  of  his  drain af^e, 
an  owner  cannot  be  assessed  for  its 
benefits.    [Id.) 

17.  The  common  council  of  Rochester 
are  directed  by  law  (Laws,  1865,  chap. 

f  [639,  $  7)  to  prevent  the  construction 
of  an^  encroachment  upon  or  obsti no- 
tions in  the  bed  of  the  Oeuesee  river, 
within  the  limits  of  the  city : 

Held^  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  act  to 
enable  the  city  to  prohibit  absolutely 
the  erection  of  any  snch  encroach- 
menta  or  obstmctions,  and  regardieea 
of  the  question  whether  such  encroach- 
ments or  obstmctions  retard  the  flow 
oi  water  through  the  arches  of  any 
bridge  established  in  the  citv  on  the 
stream  bel6w  them.  {CUwof  itockestcr 
agt  OsborHy  5  Lantingf  o7.) 

See  A88ES8MRNT8.    (5  Lansinff.) 
Railroad  Municipal  Bonds* 

MURDER. 
See  Criminal  Law.    (^  Lajisinj.) 

MUTUAL  ACCOUNTS. 

Su  Statute  of  Limitatioks.    (5  Xa»- 
eing.) 


NEGLIQEKCE. 

1,  In  an  action  for  damages  for  nffflU 
gently  allowing  a  croton  water  pipa,  bj 
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banting,  or  otherwise,  to  wet  and  do 
daiuHge  to  goods  and  building  situated 
in  the  third  story  of  a  store  occupied 
by  the  defendent,  the  plaintiff  at  the 
same  time  occupvini^  the  first  floor  and 
basement.  {Itudol^hy  agu  Fada^ 
anUt  .155 ) 

2.  And  it  appearing  from  the  evidence, 
which  was  submitted  to  the  jur/,  and 
upon  which  they  found  a  verdict  for 
the     plaintiff;   that  in   respect  to  the 

I  question  of  negligence  that  the  plHintitf 
was  quite  as  much  the  producing  cause 
of  the  accident  in  not  naving  shut  off 
the  water  in  his  basement  when  the 
store  was  locked  up  and  left  for  the 
night,  as  the  defendants  were  by  hav- 
ing a  pump  in  the  third  story— the 
packing  of  the  piston  rod  of  which  was 
so  worn  as  to  admit  the  croton  to  pass 
up  through  it,  a  fact  of  which  they 

I  may  have  been  and  probably  were 
entirely  ignorant,  or  in  other  words, 
that  the  pluintitf's  negligence  in  this 
aspect  of  the  case  is  as  great  in  degree 
as  that  of  the  defendants.    (Id.) 

3.  It  seems,  from  the  evidence,  to  be  a 
case  presenting  the  question  of  co-oper- 
ative, mutual,  or  contributive  negli- 
gence, which  question  the  courts  are 
usually  exceedingly  indisposed  to  take 
away  from  the  jury,  but  when  it  is 
clearly  defined  and  as  palpable  as  it  is 
in  this  case,  it  is  a  pure  question  of  laWf 
and  no  verdict  of  a  jury  can  make  it 
otherwise.    (Id.) 

See  Corporation.    (61  Barb.) 

Municipal  Corporations.    {Id.) 
Ships  and  Shipping.    (Id,) 

4.  All  questions  of  negligence  properly 
belong  to  the  jury,  and  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  submit  all  such  questions 
to  them.  And  it  is  the  province  of 
the  jurv  to  say  what  acts  or  omissions 
of  the  defendant  constitute  negligence. 
(Matteson  agt.  The  New  Tort  Central 
Railroad  Co.,  65  Barb.,  364.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  caused  by  negligence, 

[  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
there  was  mental  ansruisb  resulting 
from  the  injuries,  or  not ;  and  if  there 
was,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  be  com* 

'    pensated  for  it.    {Id.) 


6.  The  right  of  recovery  is  not  limited 
to  past  oodily  pain  and  suffering,  but 
the  party  is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  such  future  suffering  as  the  evi* 
denee  renders  it  reasonably  certain 
must  necessarily  reeult  from  the  in- 
jury.   (Id.) 

7.  Negligence  consists  in  omitting  to  do 
what  a  person  ought  to  do.    It  is  of 


the  essence  of  neirligence  that  the  par- 
tv  chartred  should'  have  knowledge 
tliat  there  was  a  duty  for  him  to  per- 
form :  or  he  must  have  omitted  to  id- 
form  himself  as  to  what  his  duty  waa, 
in  a  jriven  cai*e.  {Skerman  agt.  West- 
em  Trantpoi'iatiou  Co.,  62  Barb.t  15U.> 

8.  In  a  great  rnmber  of  cases,  knowledge 
is  presumed,  and  the  party  will  nut  be 
permitted  to  prove  that  he  bad  not 
knowledge  of  nis  duty.    {Id.) 

9.  When  the  law  imposes  a  duty  on  a 
man,  it  presumes  that  he  knew  of  it^ 
and  it  will  not  permit  him  to  prove 
that  he  did  not    (Id.) 

10.  When  the  specific  duty  is  not  im- 
posed by  either  the  statute  or  the  com- 
mon law.  the  party  allegiuff  negligence 
must  show  that  the  accused  was  cogni- 
Eaut  of  the  duty  he  is  charged  with 
having  neglected.    {Id.) 

11.  It  is  not  necessary  that  this  should 
be  established  by  direct  evidence ;  it 
may  be,  and  almost  universally  is,  in- 
ferred from  the  nature  of  the  duty,  or 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of'  the 
case.    {Id.) 

12.  Negligence  is  never  presumed.   {Id.} 

See  Canals.    (62  Barb.) 

BailroadjCompaniub.    {Id.) 

la  Where  the  plaintiff"  while  walking 
upon  the  sidewalk  was  alarmed  by  the 
rapid  driving  of  the  defendant's  ex- 
press wagon  upon  the  sidewalk  behind 
her,  so  near  as  to  give  her  reason  for 
a  belief  that  she  was  in  danger,  and  in 
springing  on  one  side  struck  and  in- 
jured herself  against  a  side  wall: 

Held,  that  the  jury  might  award  her 
damages  against  the  defendant,  and 
even  although  she  would  receive  no 
injury  from  remaining  in  her  position 
on  tlie  walk.  [Co^tlter  agt.  Am,  M,  U. 
Expreu  Co.,  5  Laming,  67.) 

See  Canal  Contractor.    (5  Lanting.} 

EVIDBNCB.      (Id.) 

Master  and  Sbrvant.    (Id.) 
Municipal  Corporation.    (Id  ) 
Railroad  Corporation.    {Id.) 
Salic  of  Chattels.    {Id.) 

NEW  TRIAL. 


1,  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence 
fn  this  case,  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
evidence  alleged  to  have  been  n«wj7 
discovered  went  to  impeach  the  eredit 
of  any  witness  or  party,  examined  as  a 
witness  on  the  trial ;  that  it  did  not  re- 
late to  any  new  fact  npon  which  evi- 
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clenre  was  not  ]uriveu  on  the  trial,  and 
wlmt  evideiii'e  there  was  sinted  and 
cUiimed  to  be  mnterial  was  merely 
cumulHtive.  Motion  denied.  (Knoop 
agi.  KammereTy  anU^  449.) 

2.  No  appeal  lies  to  this  coart  from  an 
order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  (fruiiuu  of  surprise  or  newl  j  did- 
covered  t-vidence.  The  question  is 
one  of  discretion  with  the  court  below. 
{Donley  agt.  Graham,  48  N.  Y.,  658.) 

<8fe«  Appeal.    (AH  N.  Y.) 
Pkacticb.     (62  Barh.) 

NEW  YORK  (CITY  OF). 

1.  An  action  will  lie  airninst  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  city  of  New  York  to  re- 
«over  the  damages  snstained  by  an  in- 
dividnal  by  the  bursting  or  overfio  wing 
of  a  iev)€i%  built  under  the  direction  of 
«nch  corporation,  and  made  of  insuffi- 
cient size  and  capacity  to  carry  off  the 
water ;  where  the  injury  done  was  the 
direct  consequence  of  the  im{>eifect  and 
insutticieni  cunstrnciion  of  the  sewer, 
of  which  the  corporation  had  repeated 
notice.  {Leireuthal  ajrt.  Tfu  Mayor ^ 
dc„  of  New  York,  61  Barh.,  511.) 

52.  There  was  no  obligation  to  build  a 
sewer,  but  a  city  corporation  having 
determined  to  do  so,  a  duty  is  imposed 
npon  it  to  bnild  one  sufficiently  large 
and  so  constructed  as  to  carry  off  the 
water,  and  not  to  throw  it,  by  means 
of  the  sewer,  on  the  adjoining  property. 

Z.  Under  section  5,  of  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature of  April  19,  1871,  {Se.u.  Laws, 
ck.  583,)  which  provides  that  no  judg- 
ment, save  on  issues  of  law,  shall  be 
entered  up,  thereafter,  against  the  city 
or  county  of  New^  York,  except  npon 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  a  judgment  can- 
not be  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  re 
feree  made  suhj*eqnent  to  the  passage 
of  such  act.     (Id.) 

NON-RESIDENTS. 

Jiee  A88E89MK?fT    AND    TAXATION.      (48 

N.  Y.) 

NOTICE. 

t.  In  an  action  of  trover  for  the  conver- 
sion of  a  written  obligation,  the  de« 
fendant  is  supposed  to  have  it  in  his 
possession  or  under  his  control,  and  no 
notice  to  produce  it  on  the  trial  is 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  give  parol 
«videnc-e  as  to  its  contents  ;  the  action 
itselt  is  notice.  {HotchkUt  agt.  MoihtTf 
AS  li,  r.,  478.) 


558*  CONBTRUCTIVP.  NOTICB. 

Contracts.    (48  N.  Y.) 
BIiTNiciPAL    Corporations.      (61 
Bar>u) 

NOTICE  OF  SUIT  PENDING. 

1.  The  commencement  of  an  action  by 
the  service  of  a  snmmont  doea  not 
create  a  lis  -pendens  affecting  third  per- 
sons not  parties  to  the  action.  To 
hind  a  purchaser  pendente  liU  by  the 
)ud){menr,  there  must  also  be  a  bill  or 
complaint  on  file  at  the  time  of  his  pur- 
chase, in  which  the  claim  npon  the 
propertv  is  set  forth.  (Leitch  agt. 
WelU,  48  N.  r.,  585;) 

2.  The  rule  of  lis  pendent  is  a  hard  one, 
not  a  favorite  of  the  courts,  and  a 
party  claimiug  the  benefit  of  it  mnst 
clearly  bring  his  case  within  it.  In 
the  absence  of  proof,  therefore,  it  will 
not  he  presumed  that  the  complaint 
was  filed  prior  to  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment,   (la.) 

3.  Stocks  are  articles  of  commerce,  pass- 
ing from  hand  to  hand  like  commercial 
paper,  and  the  doctrine  of  constructive 
notice  by  lis  pendens  is  not  applicable 
to  them.'  [Id.) 

Set  Jtffrt*  agt.  Cochrane  {Mem.).  (48 
^\  Y,  671.) 


0 


OBLIGATION. 

1.  An  obligation  which,  though  called  a 
bond,  is  payable  to  a  person  named 
therein.  **or  to  his  certain  attorney, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,*' 
belongs  to  that  class  of  obligations 
which  has  been  expressly  held,  in  this 
State,  not  to  be  specialities,  but  in  the 
nature  of  commercial  paper,  negotiable 
by  deliverv,  under  an  assignment  in 
blank.  ( Blake  agt.  The  Board  of  Sup- 
ervisors of  Livingston  Cowiiy^  61  Baro.^ 
149.) 

2.  An  action  npon  such  an  obligation  is 
to  be  governed  in  all  respects,  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  commercial  paper. 
{Id) 

OFFENSIVE  WORDS  IN  DEBATE, 

1.  Where  a  corporation  in  their  bv-laws 
adopt  the  rules  in  Cusbing's  ttannal 
for  the  government  of  all  debates  of  its 
members,  and  no  other  provision  is 
made  on  that  subject  in  tne  by*lawS| 
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Cnshing's  Manual  must  control  the 
members  of  the  eorporation  in  that 
matter.  ( The  PeomU  ugt.  The  Amerxcan 
JnetihtU,  ante,  468 ) 

'2.  That  provides  that  if  offensive  words 
are  not  taken  notice  of  at  the  time  they 
are  tpoken^  bot  the  member  is  allowed 
to  finish  bis  speech,  and  then  any  oiher 
person  speaks,  or  any  other  matter  of 
Dosiness  iutenrenes,  before  notice  is 
taken  of  the  words  which  j;ave  offense, 
the  words  are  not  to  be  written  down, 
nor  the  member  using  them  censured. 
(Id.) 

3.  Therefore,  where  a  member  in  debate, 
at  a  meeting  of  the  corpomtion,  uses 
what  are  considered  offensive  and  im- 
proper words,  which  are  not  objected  to 
or  noticed  at  the  time  or  during  the 
meeting,  he  cannot  be  tned  and  expell* 
ed  for  using  those  words  upon  chnrges 
made  at  a  subsequent  meeting.  Such 
expulsion  is  irregular  and  without 
authority.    (Id.) 

OFFICE  AND  OFFICER. 

1.  Where  one  furnishing  men  to  fill  the 
quotas  of  certaiu  towns,  uuder  a  call 
of  the  president,  at  the  requirement  of 
the  pnivosi  marshal,  dep<>Bited  with 
him  oonnty  bonds,  under  a  parol  agree- 
ment* that  they  shonld  be  held  as 
security,  at  the  rate  of  $550  per  man. 
that  the  men  tlieu  and  thereufter  to  be 
ftirnished  by  him  should  not  desert  be- 
fore reaching  the  place  of  rendezvous : 

ffeldf  that  the  agreement  was  void,  under 
the  statute  of  frands,  it  being  an  agree- 
ment to  answer  for  the  default  or  mis- 
carriage of  another,  and  was  not  so  far 
executed  by  the  delivery  of  the  secur- 
ities as  to  give  the  officer  an  interest 
in  or  right  to  retain  them.  {Bichai'd- 
son  agt.  Crandall,  48  N,  F.,  348.) 

3.  Under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1863  (12 
U.  8.  Stat,  at  Large,  731 ),  *'  for  enroll- 
ing and  calling  out  the  national  forces," 
&.C.,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  provost 
marshal,  when  men'  were  presented 
for  enlistment,  if  he  found  them  of 
suitable  age  and  "  not  physically  or 
morally  unfit  for  service,"  to  enlist  and 
muster  them  in.  He  had  no  right  to 
mject  them  because  he  thought  ihey 
would  desert,  nor  to  reqnii*e  security 
against  desertion  ;  therefore,  aside 
from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  the  pledge  of  such  bonds  was 
illegally  exacted,  and  was  void,  as 
taken  cohre  officii,    {Id.) 

3.  If  he  had  a  discretion  in  receiving  or 
rejecting  the  men  presented,  it  was  his 
dutv  to  have  exercit>ed  tiiis  dincretion. 
under  his  oath  of  office,  uninfiuenced 


bv  the  security  which  he  exacted.  Ii»> 
tfiis  view  of  the  case,  also,  the  pledge 
must  be  considered  as  against  publie 
)Hilicy,  and  taken  colore  officii.    {Id.) 

4.  The  statute  of  this  state,  as  to  securi- 
ties taken  colore  officii^  does  not  apply 
to  officers  of  the  United  States,  but 
the  illegality  of  such  a  pledge  is  deter> 
mined  by  the  principles  of  public 
p<»iicy,  as  sanctioned  oy  the  common 
law.    (Id.) 

5.  In  order  to  condemn  a  secnritv,  aa 
taken  by  a  public  officer  coloi-e  officii, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  i»how  it  was  takea 
with  an  evil  or  corrupt  intenL  The 
officer  may  not  legally  exact  a  bond 
before  he  will  perform  a  plain  duty  or 
when  it  tends  to  a  lax  performance  of 
duty,  klthough  there  be  no  actual  cor-> 
rupt  motive.  The  law  looks  not  tO' 
any  particular  contract  to  see  that  it  is 
free  from  taint  of  actual  fmud.  op- 
pression or  cormption,  bat  it  looks  to* 
the  general  tendency  of  such  contract, 
and  it  is  condemned  if  it  belongs  to  a. 
class  which  the  law  will  not  tolerate. 
{Id) 

6.  The  common-law  prohibition  is  aimed 
at  the  public  officer,  not  at  the  one- 
yielding  to  his  exactions ;  the  parties 
are  not  upon  an  equal  footing;  and 
when  the  former  receives  securities  or 
money,  contrary  to  those  prohibitions, 
the  parties  are  not  in  pari  deiictvk.  {IcLy 

7.  The  agreement  in  this  case  was  also- 
void,  as  without  consideration.  {Id.) 

See  JuSTiCB  of  thb  Peacb.  (62  ifmrb.y 

OVERSEERS  OF  THE  POOR. 

See  BoKD.    (62  Bar(f.)  , 

OYER  AND  TERMINER. 

See  Criminal  Law.    (61  Barb.) 
Pkactice.    (Id.) 


\ 


P. 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  When  children  are  in  the  custodv  or 
their  father,  and  are  brought  by  him 
into  court,  in  obedience  to  a  writer 
luUteas  corpus,  nued  out  by  the  mother,, 
he  thereby  surrenders  them  to  the 
custody  of  the  court  as  parens  patria* 
pending  the  litigation.  {Matter  njf 
VieUy  ante^  14.) 

2.  And  when  the   father   and    mother 
thereafter  stipulate  and  consent  that. 
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the  'Writ  be  dismiMed,  it  is  proper  that 
the  order  of  the  court  entered  upon  that 
conseat  should  not  only  direct  rhat  the 
writ  be  ditoiissed,  bat  shoold  diapense 
with  the  longer  attendance  of  the 
children  in  coarr,  by  remanding  them 
to  the  enstodv  of  the  father,  with  whom 
the  conn  lonnd  them,  and  also  is 
prima  facie  entitled  to  them,  althongh 
a  neffleet  to  add  sneh  an  express 
provision  to  the  order  of  dismissal  of 
the  writ  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  rehabilitatiuif  the  respondent  with 
parental  aathonty,  when  the  relator 
abandons  the  attempt  to  change  the 
custody  of  the  children  to  herself.    {Id.) 

3.  If  the  mother  afterwards  improperly 
obtains  pi^ssession  of  one  of  the 
children,  and  flees  with  it  to  a  foreign 
country,  she  thereby  reuonnces  her 
ritrht  of  applying  to  the  court  for  any 
relief  in  the  premises.    {Id.) 

4.  Children  being  under  a  legal  obliga- 
tion to  support  their  indigent  parent, 
that  liability  is  a  sufficiently  good  con 
sideration  for  upholding  a  promise  by 
the  sons  of  a  poor  person,  to  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  to  defray  the  neces- 
sarv  expenses  of  snnporting  her. 
{Turner  agt.  Hodden^  62  Barb.,  480.) 

5.  The  mother  of  a  minor  child,  whose 
father  is  dead,  may  maintain  an  action 
for  the  services  of  the  child,  iu  cases 
in  which  the  father  might  have  done 
so  if  living.  {Simpson  agt.  Buck,  .5 
Lansing^  3^.) 

6.  Ttie  fact  that  the  minor  contributed 
to  the  finpport  of  the  mother  and  is  not 
dependent  on  her  does  not  affect  the 
right  to  recover.     {Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  fur  damages  for  seducing 
.  a  minor  daughter  and  servant,  brought 

bv  the  mother,  n  widow,  it  fleems  the 
plaiiititr  may  recover,  although  the  se- 
duction was  Hccomt>ii»hed  by  force 
and  against  the  will  of  the  seduced. 
{Damon  agt.  Muort,  5  Lansing,  454.) 

8.  Exemplary  damages  are  recovei^ble 
in  the  action.    (Id.) 

9.  Hogan  agt.  Cregan  (6  Rob.,  131)  on 
this  noiut  disapproved.     {Jd.) 

PARTIES.  • 

1.  The  object  of  allowing  an  exaraina. 
tion  to  be  had  before  if>8Ue  joineti,  of  an 
adverse  party,  under  $391  of  the  .Code 
is  not  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  ascer- 
tain whether  he  has  a  cause  of  action, 
but  to  enable  him  to  obtain  tesiimonv 
in  support  of  a  cause  of  actiun.  which 
he  has  good  reason  to  believe  he  ha^. 
and  especial^  of  those  facts  of  which 


he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  belier. 
ing  the  defendant  has  a  peculiar  knowU 
e<ige,  which  he  kenns  concealed  within 
his  own  breast.  ( frifutoAagt.  Etiglisk, 
ante,  398). 

2.  Nor  is  it  to  enable  a  defendant  to  as- 
certain whether  he  has  a  defense,  but 
to  enable  him  to  obtain  testimony  in 
support  of  a  defense  which  he  has  good 
reason  to  to  believe  he  has*    {Id.) 

3.  Tliis  case  is  an  action  for  a  libel,  and 
the  application  for  plaiutifTs  examina* 
tion  is  made  upon  defendant's  affidavit, 

.  which  shows  the  service  of  a  complaint 
upon  him,  but  does  not  describe  the 
nature  of  the  libel.  Ko  copy  complaint 
is  attached,  nor  has  any  been  submitted 
to  the  court.    {Id.)  * 

4.  As  the  case  stands,  the  defendant  has 
not  only  negleciea  to  brin^  himself 
within  the  rules  and  practice  of  the 
court  lelutive  to  the  examination  of  a 
party  under  &391  of  the  Code  before 
issue  joined,  but  has  failed  to  satisfy 
the  court  of  the  good  faith  of  his  ap- 
plication.   {Id.) 

5.  The  examination  of  adverse  parties 
and  bills  of  discovery  considered  under 
the  common  law,  the  Revised  Statutes, 
•coint  of  chancery,  and  the  Code.   {Id ) 

6.  The  examination  of  a  party,  provided 
for  in  section  391  of  the  Code,  is  now 
regulated  hy  Rule  21,  and  can  only  be 
had,  before  issue  joined,  either  to  ena- 
ble  the  plainiitr  to  frame  his  complaint, 
or  the  defendant  to  frame  his  answer. 
(  Winstan  agt  English,  ante,  <9a) 

7.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  applica- 
tion for  an  oraer  of  examination  is 
based,  mnst  show  the  materiality  of  the 
discovery  sought,  for  the  purpose  of 
framing  the  pleading;  and  if  the  mate- 
riality does  not  appear,  the  application 
should  be  denied.     (Id.) 

8.  The  defendant  who  applies  for  snch 
an  examinHti<m,  in  order  to  frame  his 
answer  to  a  complaint  which  has  not 
yet  been  served,  cannot  show  the  ma- 
teriality of  the  discovery,  because  he 
does  not  know  what  the  alletrations  of 
the  complaint  are  to  be.     {Id.) 

9.  Where  there  are  different  claimants, 
each  claiming  distinct  parcels  of  the 
real  property  in  rinesiion,  bit  all  deny- 
ing plaintiffs  riKhis  u{K>n  the  same 
ground,  and  claiming  title  from  the 
snme  source,  it  is  proper  to  join  them 
as  defendants  iu  the  same  action  or 
proceedings,  to  compel  the  determina- 
tion of  the  conflicting  claims.  {Fisher 
agt.  llepi/in-n.  48  iV.  JT.,  41.) 

10.  Where  rents  were  due  from  one  ten* 
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ant  in  common  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  another,  the  administrator  of  the 
latter  is  a  proper  party  to  an  action  of 
partition,  as  he  is  entitled  to  receive 
the  rents  dne  his  intestate  at  the  time 
of  his  death.    (Scott  agt.  Guer}neyf  48 

li.  r.,  106.) 

I  J.  The  personaI|representaT]ves  of  a  de- 
ceased vendor  are  necessary  parties  to 
an  Hcrion  to  compel  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  his  contract  of  sale.  Where, 
however,  the  heir  alone  is  made  de- 
fendant, and  the  defect  appears  upon 
the  face  of  ttie  complaint,  if  no  de- 
murrer is  interposed  the  defect  is  to  be 
deemed  waived,  and  his  rif(ht  to  object 
is  at  an  end.  {Potter  airt.  Ellict.  48 
N.  r.,  321.) 

12.  Trustees,  in  whom  is  the  title  to  a 
trust  fnnd,  are  the  proper  parties 
plaintiff  in  an]  action  to  maintain  and 
defend  the  fund  against  wi'onfrfnl  at- 
tack or  injury,  tending  to  impair  its 
safety  or  amount.  Neither  the  cestui* 
qiu  trust  nor  beneficiaries  can  maintain 
such  action  avfainut  a  third  pejson,  ex- 
cept in  caae  tiie  trustees  refuse  to  per- 
form their  duty,  aud  then  the  trustees 
should  be  made  parties  defendant.  ( W. 
Ji.  B,  Co.  agu  Nolaji,  48  N,  JT.,  513.) 

13.  It  is  ministerial,  not  judicial,  officers 
whom  the  court  has  power  to  restrain 
when  proceeding  illegally  auder  a 
claim  or  right.  The  process  of  injunc- 
tion, in  a  proper  case  of  starring  a  judg- 
ment, goes  against  the  parties,  not  the 
tribunal  or  its  judges.    (Id.) 

14.  Where  in  an  action  brought  by  two 
plaintiffs,  they  fail  to  establish  a  joint 
interest,  but  a  separate  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  one  of^the  plaintiffs  is  estab- 
lished, the  court  has  power,  under  sec- 
tion 2r4  of  the  Code,  to  give  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  one  and  against  the 
other,  but  it  is  not  bound  so  to  do.  and 
a  judgment  against  both  is  erroneous. 
(Calkim  agt.  Smith,  48  N.  T.,  614.) 

15.  Plaintiff  and  one  8.  were  'partners. 
Upon  dissolution  they  entered  into  a 
written  agreement,  l)y  which  8.  as- 
signed and  transferred  all  his  rights  and 
interest  in  the  assets  of  the  firm  to 
phiiniiff,  who  was  to  collect  all  the  ac- 
counts, &.C,  and  pay  the  firm  debts, 
and  with  the  shareof  8.  in  the  residue, 
aud  the  avails  of  certain  individual 
property  also  transferred,  to  pay  cer- 
ta*n  paper  made  in  the  firm  name  by 
8.  for  hia  individual  benetit ;  the  bal- 
ance, if  any  remained,  to  be  paid  to  8. 
In  an  action  brought  by  plaiuiitf  to  re- 
cover a  debt  due  U)e  firm  : 

Hdd^  that  8.  was  not  a  neces8a'*y  party 


jOaintifT.    {Phillips  agt  Clark,  48  If. 
X.,  677.) 

1 6  The  former  practice  of  naming 
several  persons  as  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tilf,  in  an  action  of  >jectmenl,  or  of 
nniiing  several  parties  as  plaintiffs, 
who  might  claim  by  separate  and  dis- 
tinct counts,  under  different  titles  or 

*  demises,  has  been  abolished  by  the 
Code.  {Hubbell  agt.  l/erck,  63  Barb., 
S»5.) 

17.  The  action  for  the  recoverv  of  real 
property  now  ntauds  upon  the  same 
footnig,  precisely,  in  respect  to  parties, 
and  the  union  o?  causes  of  action  in  a 
single  complaint,  with  all  other  actions. 
{Id.) 

PARTITION. 

1.  Where,  during  the  existence  of  a  life 
estate,  certain  of  the  devibees  of  the 
remainder,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
limited  title  of  the  tenant  for  lite,  and 
without  the  consent  of  the  other  re- 
mainder men,  erected  buildings  apon 
the  premiseg  devised : 

ffeldn  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  any 
compensation  therefor,  and,  upon  par- 
tition, could  not  exact  a  reimburse- 
ment from,  or  claim  a  lien  npon,  the 
sharas  of  their  co-tenants.  {Scott  agt. 
ChLernsdj,  48  N.  K,  106.) 

2.  The  remedy,  by  an  action,  for  rents, 
by  one  tenant  in  common  against  an- 
other, is  cnmulative,  and  does  not  bar 
the  e<^uitable  adjustment  of  them  on  a 
partition  in  equity.    {Id.) 

3.  The  rents  on  a  partition  are  a  lien 
npon  the  shares  or  interest  of  any  co- 
tenant  from  whom  they  may  be  due. 
{Id.) 

4.  Where  rents  were  dne  from  one  ten- 
ant in  common  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  another,  the  administrator  of  the 
latter  is  a  proper  partv  to  an  action  of 
partition,  as  he  is  entitled  to  receive 
the  rents  due  his  intestate  at  the  time 
of  his  death.     {Id.) 

5.  It  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court  below  to  direct  a  sale  instead  of 
actual  partition,  and  unless  the  error 
w  clear  it«iJecitfion  will  not  be  over- 
ruled.    {Id.) 

PARTNER8H1PS. 

1.  As  between  partners  there  are  no  pro 
fits  uniil  all  loiitses  and  expenses  are 
paid,  no  matter  what  the  respective 
interests  of  the  partners  may  be.  Pro- 
fits and  losses,  how  ascertained  on  dis- 
solution of  a  firm,  and  co-partnership 
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articles  in  reference  thereto,  how  oon- 
eirned.  l£€Utwood  agt  McXuUy,  anU, 
332). 

5.  In  fomiinfr  ft  eopArtnershipthe  parties 
can  stipuiMte  aa  berween  themiielves 
that  one  partner  shall  be  free  from  Iia> 
biliiy  for  loe«>,  or  that  bin  liability  be 
limited,  nnd  where  one  is  to  have  a 
share  of  tlie  profits  of  a  business  in 
consideration  of  his  share  of  capital 
invested  and  imf>eriled  therein,  what- 
ever may  be  the  iuteut  of  the  parties, 
this,  as  to  third  persons,  makes  him  a 
partner.  ( On  taiio  Batik  agt.  Htntuuey. 
48  N,  r.,  545.) 

3.  Where  one  member  of  a  partnership, 
in  order  to  pay  his  ludividaai  debt, 
makes  his  promissory  not<^,  and  in- 
dorses it  in  tne  tirm  name,  withont  tlie 
knowledge  or  con^nt  of  hitf  copartners, 
and  the  creditor  with  knowledge  of 
the  facts  receives  tlie  note,  and  in 
order  to  hind  the  firm  transfers  it  be- 
fore mntnriiy  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  the 
creditor  is  »ruilty  of  a  frand  and  is 
lialtle  therefor.  But  the  frand  is  not 
npon  the  firm :  it  is  only  upon  those 
who  did  not  consent  to  the  indorBe- 
menl.  The  cause  of  action  arising 
therefrom  is  no  part  the  assets  of  the 
firm,  although  the  note  has  been  paid 
out  ot  such  ast^ets.  and  title  thereto 
<loe8  not  pass  by  a  geueral  assignment 
of  all  the  property  and  effects  of  the 
firm,  nor  is  any  interest  therein  con- 
veyed by  an  assignment  made  by  one 
of  the  parties  iujnred  of  his  right  and 
interest  in  the  partnership  assets. 
(Caa-int  }igL  SmiUi,  48  N.  F.,  614.) 

4.  Such  a  fraud  does  not  work  a  joint  in- 
jury for  which  the  injured  partners 
can  unite  in  a  common-law  action. 
The  damage  sustaiued  by  each  is  in 
proportion  to  his  interest  in  the  part- 
nership, and  he  must  bring  a  separate 
suit  to  recover  it.     (Id.) 

See  Baldmn  airt  Bald  (Uem,),  48  iV.  F., 

67.^) 

Babcock  agr.  He^-mance  (Mfm.).     (48 
N  r.,  683.) 

d.  A  charge,  by  one  nartner  atniinst  an- 
other, fi»r  his  personal  services  in  sup- 
erintending and  managing  the  affairs 
of  the  copartnership,  cannot  be  sns- 
tniued  and  allowed,  without  proof,  on 
his  part,  of  an  express  agreement  that 
compensation  should  tte  allowed  for 
such  services.  (Lyon  agt.  Snyder ^  6i 
Barh.,  17:^.) 

6.  Where,  during  the  existence  of  a  co- 
partnership, uew  leases  of  the  premi<>es 
occupied  by  the  firm  as  its  place  of 
business,  are  obtained  bv  one  of  the 
partners,  to  himself,  witnout  the  con- 


sent of  his  copartner,  for  a  term  to 
commence  before  the  partnership  ends, 
such  leases  will  be  declared  to  be  held 
bv  the  lessee  as  trustee  for  the  firm. 
(Mitchell  agt.  Bead,  61  Barb.,  310.) 

7.  The  true  rule  is,  that  a  partner  cannot 
do  any  act  that  interferes  with  the  bus- 
iness, or  atiects  the  interests,  of  the 
firm,  for  his  individual  benefit,  and  if 
he  does  so.  he  is  bound  to  account  to 
the  firm  therefor;  but  when  bis  acts 
are  independent  of  the  business  and 
interests  of  the  partnership,  and  relate 
to  a  period  beyond  its  existence,  such 
rule  does  not  apply.  Per  Ikoraham, 
J.    (Id.) 

See  PRACTICB.   .(61  Barb.) 

8.  The  fact  that  the  whole  capital  pro- 
vided for  by  articles  of  copartnership 
has  been  lost,  is  sufficient  ground  for  a 
refusal  by  one  of  the  partners  to  fur- 
ther continue  the  business,  although 
tlie  time  limited  by  the  articles  for  the 
continuation  of  the  copartnership  has 
not  expired.  ( Van  Aess  agt.  Fishery 
:236.) 

See  iNSURANrB.     (5  Lanxtng.) 

li.  K.  Municipal  Bonds.    (Id,) 

PATENTS. 

See    Wildert  agt.  Steams.    (48  N.    F., 
656.) 
Damages.    (61  Barb.) 

PAYMENT. 

1.  An  entry  was  made  npon  the  journal 
of  a  bank  in  the  regular  day^s  business, 
charging  certain  mortgages  held  by 
tite  bank  to  the  president  and  princi' 
pal  stockholder,  who  was  the  mortg- 
agoi ,  against  a  credit  to  him  of  a  larger 
amount  appearing  nnon  the  books  of 
the  bank.  The  book-Keeper  who  made 
the  entry  had  no  recollection  of  the 
transaction.  The  mortgages  were  sub- 
sequently transferred  by  the  bank  to  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  tjieir  face,  the 
president  and  the  bank  representin>r 
them  to  l>e  wholly  unsatisfied  and  valid 
liens.  In  an  action  by  a  subsequent 
incumbrancer  to  remove  the  liens  of 
of  the  mortgat^es : 

Held,  that  the  entrv  alone  withont  some 
evidence  of  its  .iiiopiion  by  the  inorlg- 
ag«»r  and  the  bank,  was  iiot  sufficient 
pVoof  of  the  payment  of  ihe  mortgages  ; 
and  thf  subsequent  action  of  both  in 
neirotiating  the  mortgages  rebutted  any 
infen-Ufe  of  a<'qni«;scence  or  adoption. 
(  }\' I'itef'ouge  HifU  Bank  of  Cooprrstown^ 
48  iV.  F.,  239  ) 

See  IxsL'KANCE.  (Life.)    (63  Barb-) 
TuLLS.     (Id.) 
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PERSONAL  PHOPERTT. 

See  Chattel  Mortoaoes.    (48  IT.  Y.) 
Recovery  of  Possksmon  of  Per- 
sonal Property.   (48  if.  Y.) 

PLANK-ROAD  COMPANIES. 

1.  As  ander  the  provisions  of  the  "  Act 
to  provide  for  the  incorporation  of 
companies  to  constract  plank-roads,'' 
&.C.  (chap.  210,  Laws  of  1847),  in  order 
to  enforce  the  personal  liabiliry  ffiven 
by  said  act  ($  44)  against  stockliolders, 
provision  is  made  that  a  joint  acuon 
may  be  prosecuted  against  the  com- 

f>aay  and  any  one  or  more  stockholders 
iable  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of 
its  debts,  the  moment  a  cause  of  action 
accrues  against  the  company  it  accrues 
against  each  stockholder  liable,  and  as 
to  them  the  statute  of  limitations  bejpns 
to  run.  If  therefore  an  action  against 
a  stockholder  is  not  commenced  with- 
.  in  the  period  prescribed  by  the  ptature 
of  iimirations,  it  is  barren.  (CuHkHn 
agt.  JVi-maJi,  48  N.  F.,  527.) 

Su  Tolls.    (62  Barb,) 

PLEADINGS. 

1.  An  admission  in  an  answer  that  a 
deed  was  executed  to  the  defendant  is, 
in  effect,  an  admission  Uiat  the  deed 
was  signed,  sealed  and  delivered. 
(Thorp  agt.  Keokuk,  48  N,  F.,  253.) 

See  Parties.    (48  N.  Y.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
injury,  on  the  ground  of  negligence  of 
the  defendant,  no  rule  of  pleaiding  re- 

Jiuires  the  plaintiff  to  allege  his  own 
re«dom  from  negligence.  Hatkell  agt. 
VUlagt  ofPenn  Yan^  5  Laimng,  43.) 

3.  To  confer  Jurisdiction  on  the  county 
court,  the  complaint  must,  upon  its 
face,  show  that  the  defendant  is  a  res- 
ident of  the  county  in  which  the  action 
is  commenced.  {^Judge^  agt.  HaU,  5 
Lansing  J  69.) 

4.  A  demurrer  lies  nnder  section  144  of 
the  Code  to  a  eomplafnt  which  omits 
to  sUte  this  &ct.    (/<{.) 

5.  In  an  action  against  HI.  and  others, 
**  trustees  of  school  district  No.  4,"  dtc, 
the  plaintiff  alleged  his  performance  of 
an  agreement  with  **sa]d  trustees  "  to 
build  a  school-house,  and  their  neglect 
to  pay; 

ffeldj  that  there  could  be  no  recovery 
against  the  trnBieep,  as  there  whs  no 
averment  that  the  defendants  were 
trustees,  nor  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  | 


to   recover   against   them  ^  as    such, 
(ShMler  agt.  Meyer*,  5  Lannngj  170.) 

6  Nor  is  such  a  complaint  sufficient 
without  an  averment  that  the  trustees 
were  authorised  in  proper  form  (Laws 
1864,  1243.  i  16.  sub.  7;  1252.  4  49, 

sub.  5)  to  muke  the  contract.    {Id.) 

• 

7.  An  application  at  the  trial  to  amend  a 
complaint  atrainst  individnals,  as  such, 
to  one  seekinf^  a  recovery  against 
them  as  officers  in  a  corporate  capacity, 
is  properly  refused.     {2<L) 

8.  A  defense  that  the  sale  counted  on 
in  the  compUini  is  void,  tor  having- 
been  made  without  a  licence,  must  be 
set  up  in  the  answer.  (Oiibert  agt. 
Sagej  5  Lansing,  287.) 

See  Indictment.    (4  Lansing.) 
Justice  of  the  Peace.    {IcL) 
Practice.    {Id.) 
Rescission  of  Contract.   {Id.} 

PLEDGE. 

1.  Where  a  pledgee  of  bonds,  after  tb# 
payment  of  the  loan  fur  which  they 
were  pledged,  promises  to  return  the 
same,  out  un  demand  made,  refuses  to 
do  so,  an  action  will  lie  for  their  con- 
version ;  in  which  the  plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  recover  the  valne  of  the 
bonds,  with  interefft-.  {Boberts  agW 
Berdell,  61  Barb..  37.) 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
commence  running,  against  snch  an  ac- 
tion, until  the  time  of  the  demand  and 
refusnl.    {Id.} 

POSSESSION. 

1.  Possession,  to  operate  as  constructive^ 
notice  of  title  to  subsequent  purchasers, 
&c.,  of  lands,  must  be  open  and  visible 
by  improvement  of  the  premises,  &c., 
in  distmction  from  mere  fencing,  pas- 
tunngj  cutting  timber^&c  {Trustee* 
of  Unum  College  agt.  WkeeUr,  5  Xom- 
sing,  160.) 

See  Adtsesb  Possbssicn. 

POSTHUMOUS  CHILD. 

See  Action.    (5  Lan^g.) 
Advancement. 
Evidence.    (Id.) 

PRACTICE. 

1.  While  a  sale  by  one  partner  to  the 
other,  of  all  his  interest  in  the  partner- 
ship, stands,  the  copartnership  books 
belong  to  no  one  but  the  purchaser ;. 
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and  while  they  belong,  exclasivelv,  to 
him,  no  oue  else  bus  the  ritrbt  \o  a 
ireueral  inspection  of  ibem.  {Plait  agt. 
Plait,  61  Bai-b.,  52.) 

2.  Hence,  in  an  action  by  the  execntors 
of  a  partner  who  has  parted  wiih  his 
interest  in  the  partnership  and  con- 
veyed it  to  hia  copartner,  against  the 
latter,  to  set  aside  the  releat^es  and 
conveyances,  the  plaint iflfs  are  not  en- 
titled/  before  jadgmtnt  to  a  general 
inspection  of  the  books  of  the  firm. 

3.  It  has  become  the  uniform  practice,  in 
the  first  district,  to  refuse  applications 
to  compel  the  production  of  books  and 
papers,  on  the  examination  of  a  party 
oefore  trial ;  and  that  practice  is  tlie 
correct  one.  {ffausewuM  agt.  SUrling, 
61  Barb.,  347.) 

4.  The  statute  has  pointed  out  the  only 
mode  by  which  a  discovery  of  books 
and  papers  can  be  obtained,  before 
trial.  To  do  so,  the  party  applying 
mnst  not  only  show  wliat  he  wants, 

'  but  must  also  show  proof  that  he  cannot 
obtain  the  information  elsewhere.  (Id.) 

5.  The  act  of  1835,  ILawt  of  1835,  ch. 
211,)  which  pruviaes  that  when  de- 
fault is  obtained  against  part  of  the 
defendants,  the  plaintitf  may  proceed 
to  the  trial  or  hearing  against  the  other 
parties,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
suit  had  been  commenced  a^inst  the 
other  parties  only,  and  the  action  shall 

,  be  thereby  severed,  has  beeu  suspended 
and  abrogated  by  the  Co^le.  It  is  in- 
cousisteui  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,  and  is  therefore  repealed  by  sec- 
tion 468.  ( Genet  agt.  Lawyer ,  61  JBarb. , 
211.) 

6.  A  motion  to  strike  ont  the  testimony 
of  a  witness  because  he  testified  trom 
a  copy  ot  a  memorandum,  showing  the 
weignt  of  a  quantity  of  wool,  should, 
in  order  to  be  effectual,  be  made  as  soon 
as  that  is  discovered  to  be  the  ca^e. 
{Pitney  agt.  The  Olcns  FalU  In*.  Co., 
61  Barb.,  335.) 

7.  Where  counsel,  instead  of  making  such 
a  motion  as  soon  as  the  fact  api)eHred. 
continued  the  examinatiou  of  tne  wit- 
ness afterwards,  on  that  and  other  sub- 
jects, at  considerable  length,  without 
olgeeting ;  Held,  that  by  so  doing,  the 
objection  to  the  evidence  as  beinu  sec- 
ondary in  its  nature,  was  waived,  be- 
cause not  made  in  time,    ild ) 

8.  The  object  of  the  section  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  (2  B.  S.  481,  $7.)  re- 
quirintf,  in  actions  lor  the  recovery  of 
a  penalty,  ur  torfeimre,  a  reference  to 
the  statute  by  which  the  action  is  given 


to  be  indorsed  npon  the  process  is- 
sued, WHS  to  inform  the  defendant  of 
the  nature  and  cause  of  the  actioi» 
against  him.  ( Cox  agt.  New  iTork  Cen- 
tral and  ffudton  Biver  B.  B.  Co.,  6Ji 
Barb.,  615.) 

9.  The  object  and  purpose  of  the  statnt* 
ory  requirement  ai-e  fullv  and  com- 
pletely answered  and  fulfilled,  without 
the  indorsement,  wheu  the  complaint 
is  annexed  to  the  summons  and  served 
with  it,  and  contains  the  very  reference 
which  should,  strictly,  be  indorsed  upou 
the  summons.    {Id.) 

See  Abatement    and    CoNrnruANCB. 
(61  Barb.) 
Attachment     (Id.) 
Estoppel.    {Id.) 
Evidence.    {Id.} 
Infants.    {Id.) 
Judgment.    {Id.) 

10.  It  is  not  only  the  right,  bnt  the  duty, 
of  the  court,  to  direct  the  verdict 
which  the  jury  shall  gi  ve,  jw  hen  thee  vi- 
deuce  in  the  case  is  so  preponderating 
in  favor  of  one  of  the  parties  that  if  a 
verdict  should  be  found  one  way,  the 
court  would  set  it  aside  as  against  evi- 
dence.  {Fish  agt.  Davit,  o2  Barb., 
122.) 

11.  The  converse  of  the  rule— to  wit, 
that  when  the  evidence  it  not  so  pre- 
ponderating  in  favor  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties as  that  the  court  would  set  asiae  a 
verdict  found  against  the  evidence,  the 
case  must  ^o  to  the  jury — is  equally  as 
well  settled,    {Id.) 

12.  A  judge,  at  the  circuit,  has  no  power 
to  grant  a  new  trial,  except  where  he 
has  been  authorized  by  tlie  legislature 
to  do  so.  (  Wilcox  agt.  Boch,  ^  Barb.. 
509.) 

13.  There  are  but  two  cases  in  which  he 
may  grant  a  new  trial.  One  is,  that 
at  the  same  cu'cuit  at  which  a  cause  is 
tried  he  may,  in  his  discretion,  enter- 
tain a  motion,  to  be  made  on  his  min- 
utes, to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a 
new  trial  upon  exceptions,  or  lor  in- 
sufficient evidence,  or  fur  excessive 
damages.  The  other  is  when  a  motioa 
is  nmde  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or  ex- 
ceptions,  or  otherwise.    {Id.) 

14.  It  is  clearly  within  the  power  of  the 
justice  holding  a  circuit  to  direct  »• 
verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court  at  general  term,  and  to  instruct 
the  |nrt  to  find  open  a  specific  ques- 
tion of  iact.  {Id.) 

15.  When  a  party  is  permitted  to  move 
to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  for  a  new 
trial,  a  general  or  special  verdict  a# 
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defined  in  section  260  of  the  Code  is 
most  obviously  intended.    {Id.) 

16.  There  is  no  mode  by  which  a  pnrtv 
in  whose  favor  a  general  verdict  f» 
rendered  and  againdi  whom  the  jury 
have  answered  specific  questions  of 
fact  submitted  to  them  by  the  judge 
can  proceed,  except  to  vac»%te  the  ver- 
dicr,  if  the  other  party  will  consent: 
if  not  then  to  move  for  a  new  trial 
upoD  the  whole  case  :  it  seems.    Id. 

17.  In  such  a  case,  the  party  cannot 
move,  at  the  circuit  or  special*  tei  m,  for 
a  new  trial  of  the  specittc.qnestion  of 
fact  submitted  to  the  jury.    (Id. ) 

18.  So  long  as  there  are  disputed  qnes* 
tions  of  fact  in  the  case,  it  is  errone' 
ous  for  the  judge,  at  the  circuit,  to  di- 
Irect  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general 
term,    (id.) 

19.  When  a  special  verdict  as  found,  by 
the  jnrv^  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
plaintiff  IS  bound  to  move  for  judgment 
thereon,  at  the  special  term.  It  is  not 
in  the  power  of  the  justice  holding  the 
circuit  to  send  thai  motion  to  be  hevrd, 
with  the  exceptions,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, at  a  general  term.  {Griswold 
agU  Dexter,  62  Bjn-b.,  648.) 

20.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  cannot  be 
made  where  a  special  verdict  ib  found. 
It  is  not  a  remedy  adapted  to  the  case. 
(Id.) 

21.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  spe- 
cific real  property,  it  is  the  ritrht  of  the 
jury,  in  their  discretion,  to  find  a  spe- 
cial verdict,  and  of  course  to  find  the 
facts  as  the^,  upon  the  evidence,  are 
satisfied  is  lust  and  right.  Tlie  court 
has  |no  authority  to  require  them  to 
find  fa  special  verdict ;  still  less  to  re- 
quire them  to  find  specific  facta.    {Id  ) 

See  Jury.    (62  Barb.) 

22.  A  question  of  usurpation,  intrusion, 
or  nnlawful  holding  or  exercising  a 
corporate  office,  must  be  treated  as  a 
legal,  not  as  an  equitable  cause  of  ac- 
tion. {People  agt.  Afbany  ernd  Susque- 
hanna JR.  j£.  Co. J  5  Lansing t  25.) 

23.  If  legal  and  ecjuitable  causes  of  ac- 
tion are  joined  in  one  complaint,  and 
without  the  defendant's  objection,  the 
plaintiff  proceeds  to  trial,  he  is  en- 
titled   to    judgment    on    esudilishing 

•       either  or  any  of  the  causes  of  action. 
{Id.) 

24.  Where  legal  and  equitable  causes  of 
action  are  ai  issue  In  one  cause,  all 
the  issues,  unless  leferred,  or  a  jury 
trial  waived,  must  be  tried  by  jury. 
{Id.) 


25.  But  where  such  issues  were  noticed 
for  trial  at  a  special  non-jury  term,  and 
the  plainiiff's  cane  was  opened  with- 
out objection  by  the  defendant,  or  sue* 
gestiou  that  a  jury  was  desiretl ;  Beld^ 
the  plaintiff's  opening  being  made  in 
good  faith,  and  in  sucn  manner  as  to 
apprise  the  defendant  that  he  had  fairly 
entered  on  the  trial,  that  an  application 
afterwards  for  jury  trial  was  pronerly 
*-egHrded  as  too  late,  and  the  right  there- 
to as  waived.    {Id.) 

26.  The  attorney-general  cannot  maintain 
an  action  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of 
actions  arising  out  of  controversies  be- 
tween different  claimants  of  the  direc- 
torship or  management  of  a  railroad 
corporation,  for  cancellation  of  stock, 
to  restrain  town  commissionert  from 
voting  on  stock,  those  claiming  to  be 
directors  from  acting  as  such,  &o.,  \h 
which  actions  injunctions  have  been 
issued  and  receivers  appointed  and 
given  rise  to  conflict  of  authority  be- 
tween public  offl(*ers  in  the  attempted 
execution  of  conflicting  processes  trom 
different  judicial  officers,  in  such  man* 
ner  as  to  endanger  the  public  peace. 
Such  proceedings,  and  the  disorder 
arising  therefrom,  do  not  constiinte  a 
public  nuisance,    {Id.) 

27.  The  doctrine  of  The  People  agt. 
Miner  (2  Lansing,  396),  as  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  attorney-genend  in  the 
prosecution  of  actions,  reaffirmed. 
\Id.) 

28.  A  judgment  which  awards  to  some 
of  the  defendants  costs,  as  against  the 
remaining  defendants  in  the  same  ac- 
tion, unless  the  award  is  necessary  in 
the  adjustment  of  their  rights  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  action',  is  errone- 
ous.   {Id.) 

29.  Section  274  of  the  Code  intends  by 
*'  iilfimate  rights,*'  thoee  rights  of  the 
parties  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  ac> 
tion  in  distinction  from  the  costs,  and 
the  affirmative  relief  authorised  by  the 
second  clause  of  the  section  is  relief 
as  l>etweeu  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
{Id.) 

30.  The  difcietionary  power  to  make  an 
additional  allowance  under  section  309 
of  the  Code  is  given  to  the  coiirt,  and 
cannot  be  delegated.  The  appointanent 
of  a  referee  to  ascertain  and  report  what 
would  be  a  proper  allowance,  and  to 
which  of  the  defendants  it  should  be 
paid,  is  erroneous.    {Id.) 

31.  An  additional  allowance  where  the 
rights  in  controversy  have  no  money 
value  is  also  erroneous.     {Id.) 

32.  A  County  Court  allowed  an  amend" 
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ment,  afrer  verdict^  by  which  the  dam- 
ages claimed  were  increased  to  a  sum 
equal  to  the  finding,  no  condition  being 
imposed  tliat  the  plaintitf  shonld  re- 
linqnish  the  verdict,  pay  costs  of  trial, 
auci  consent  to  a  new  trial ;  Heldf  that 
ihere  was  no  amhority  for  the  amend- 
ment,  and  that  the  order  was  review- 
able on  appeal.  {Coulter  airt.  Am,  M» 
U.  Exprtst  Co.,  5  LaiiMing,  67.) 

33.  Where  an  insolvent  jndgment  debtor 
has  aseigued  property  ihcungh  a  third 
person  to  liis  wife,  without  payment 
of  any  consideration,  the  intermediate 
assignee  is,  it  seems,  a  necessary  party 
to  an  action  by  the  judgment  creditor 
to  set  aHide  the  assignments  and  have 
his  judgment  declared  a  lien  on  the 
property.  {Bennett  agt.  McGuirCf  5 
ZanHng,  183.) 

84.  No  exception  to  a  decision  is  neces- 
sary in  a  Jnstices'  Court ;  it  is  euongh 
that  objection  is  made  and  overruled. 
{Boe  agt.  haHton,  5  Laming^  304.) 

35.  Objection  to  a  referee's  finding,  in  an 
action  for  obstructing  a  highway,  **  that 
the  application  and  proceedings  (for 
laying  out  the  highway)  were  m  man- 
ner and  form,  as  prescribed  by  the 
statate,  and  that  the  commissioners 
properly  laid  out  the  highway,**  on  the 
ground  that  the  notices  of  a  freehold- 
ers'   meeting   were    not    sufficiently 

Sosted,  without  a  request  for  a  specific 
nding,  will  not  raise  a  question  on 
appeu  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  no- 
tice.   (Cooper  agt.  j&ean,  5  Lansing^ 

ulo.) 

36.  Facts  asfnroed  npon  the  trial  at  exist- 
ing, will  be  regarded  on  appeal  as  ad* 
mitted.    {Id.) 

37.  A  nonsnit  may  be  sustained,  although 
placed  npon  an  nnreuable  ground,  if  it 
appears  from  the  facts  that  there 
was  good  ground  for  granting  It. 
{BeclnoitK  agt.  Whalen^  5  LannM^ 
S76.) 

38.  Where  a  referee's  findings  do  not  ex- 

tpressly  negative  an  allegaiion  of  fraud 
in  the  complaint,  and  an  inference  that 
he  has  found  upon  it  affirmatively 
would  contradict  and  destroy  the  whole 
theory  upon  which  he  has  determined 
the  case,  such  an  inference  cannot  be 
made.  {8towtU9L\n.H<uUtLb  Lantvng, 
380.) 

t9.  Where  the  snmmons  is  served  by 
copy,  and  the  defendant  appeals  from 
the  jndgment  upon  errors  oi  fact,  to  be 
established  bv  affidavits  and  other 
proofiB  (Code,  $  366),  and  relies  on  want 
of  authority  to  appear  before  him  be- 
low, he  must  show  the  fisu;t  by  affida- 


vits or  testimony.    {Sperry  agt.  Beyn- 
oldif  5  Luitswgf  407.) 

40.  The  defendant  proved  a  supplemental 
agreement,  not  mentioned  in  the  plead- 
ings, which  upon  proof  of  other  facts 
M'onld  have  reduced  the  recovery,  no 
pretence  of  having  been  misled  or  in- 
jured being  made ;  ffeld,  that  a  non- 
suit on  the  ground  of  variance  was 
error.  {Ifarth  agt.  Dodge,  5  Lansing, 
541.) 

See  Action.    (5  Landing.) 
Amemdmrmt.    {Jd.) 

APPRAISAL    OP    PROPERTT    TAKEN 

FOR  Railroad  Purposes.    {Id.) 
Criminal  Law.    {Id.) 
£viDENCIfi.     {Id.) 

Indictment.    {Jd.) 
Injunction.    {Id.) 
Judgment  Debtor,  ice,    {Id.) 
Justices'  Court.    {Id.} 
Pleading.    {Id) 
Surrogate.    (Id.) 
Verdict.    {Id.) 

PRACTICE  ON  APPEAL. 

See  Appeal.    (5  Lansing.) 
Evidence.    {Jd.) 
Practice.    (Id.) 

PRESUMPTION. 

1.  Where  an  insolvent  jndgment  debtor 
is  shown  to  have  assigned  propertr 
through  a  third  person  to  bis  wife 
without  payment  of  any  consideration, 
the  whole  transaction  being  concluded 
at  one  time,  it  seems,  fraudulent  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  debtor  may  properly 
be  inferred,  and  a  judgment  based  upon 
snch  an  inference  will  be  sustained. 
{Bennett  agt  McGuiye,  5  Lansing, 
183) 

2.  And  so  it  seems  there  may  be  an  in* 
ferenee  of  knowledge  of  such  intent 
in  the  intermediate  assignee  and  in  the 
wife  from  the  same  circumstances. 
{Id.) 

Set  Action.    (5  Lansing.) 
Ejectment.    {Id.) 

EVIDBNCB.     (Id,) 

Municipal  Corporatioit.    [Id.) 
Practice.    (Id.) 
Prescription.    (Id.) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AQENT. 

].  Where  a  general  agent  of  a  life 
insurance  company,  under  an  agree- 
ment with  a  physician,  issned  a  policy 
of  insurance  to  uie  latter,  whereby  the 
physician  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  sum 
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and  each  memorandam  or  record  of  the 
depntv  !•  competent  evidence  to  prove 
the  demand  and  protest  and  notice 
thereof,  nnder  the  act  of  1865,  cliap. 
309.  LFattiti  ak't.  Hahbard,  61  Barb.. 
548.) 

2.  It  having  been  decided  that  the  cor 
poration  'known  ns  **  The  Onondaga 
Fine  Salt  Mnnufactaring  Company " 
was  organized  for  an  ilJeKaL  purp«u4e; 
and  that  all  contracts  entered  into  with 
it  for  giving  effect  to  the  jillegal  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation  are  illegal  and 
void,  that  qoesiion  is  not  open  for  dis* 
cassiou.  {Bmton  agt.  Slttoart,  (i2 
Bm-b.^  194.) 

3.  Accordinglv  held  that  a  promissory 
note,  made  uy  the  defendant,  and  giv- 
en to  the  cor|>oratiou  opon  a  settle- 
ment between  it  and  him.  of  dealings 
growing  ont  of  the  illegal  operations 
of  such  corporation,  was,  as  between 
the  original  paities  to  that  note,  illegal 
and  void.    {Id.) 

A.  The  plaintiff  was  the  president  of  snch 
coriK>ration.  He  became  the  payee 
and  indorser  of  the  note  without  any 
reqnest,  and  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendant.  As  agent  of  the 
corporation  he  settled  with  the  de- 
fendant, and  bad  knowledge  of  the 
consideration  of  the  note.  Held  that 
as  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
,fendant,  the  note  was  without  any  con- 
sideration to  support  it.    (Id.) 

5.  But  that  when  such  note  was  trans- 
ferred to  a  bank,  and  by  it  discounted, 
before  maturity,  and  without  notice, 
lor  valne  paid,  |t  became,  in  the  hands 
of  the  bank,  yalid  and  operative 
against  all  the  parlies  to  it.    (Id.) 

6.  It  is  optional  with  an  accommodation 
indorser,  or  surety,  to  sue  his  principal 
either  npon  the  note,  or  for  the  money 
paid  npon  it.  If  be  sues  unon  the  not«, 
he  ean  recover  no  more  toan  the  face 
of  the  note,  with  interest:  whereas, 
by  suing  ifor  the  money,  he  becomes 
entitled  not  only  to  the  amount  of  the 
note  and  interest,  but  also  to  the  costs 
paid  by  bim  in  the  suit  upon  it    {Id.) 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

iSSee  Ikdemnitv.    (G3  Bw^.) 

Justice  of  tub  Peace.    {Id.) 

1.  If  an  agent  of  a  town  has  on  hand 
(e.  g.^  a  county  treasurer)  money  which 
has  been  appi-opriated  bv  proper  antho- 
rity  to  pay  a  sum  not  legally  charge- 
able on  the  town,  an  action  will  lie  or 
a  mandamHi  will  issue  against  snch 
agent.  [Ptr  MuLLts,  P.  J.)  {Htalty 
agt  Dudley ^  5  Laashifff  115.) 


2.  Otherwise,  where  the  agent  has  not 
received  the  monev,  and  it  is  sought  tO' 
compel  him  to  apply  to  some  other  offi- 
cer to  pay  it  over  to  him.  or  where  the 
act  of  ap'propri<itiou  Las  been  annulled 
or  rescinded.     {Id,] 

3.  The  sureties  npon  the  bond  of  asohoo) 
district  collector  are  not  liable  for  his^ 
refusal  to  pay  over,  upon  order  of  the 
district  trustee,  moneys  received  during 
a  term  of  office  whicn  has  expired  at 
the  time  the  order  is  made,  and  with  re- 
spect to  which  term  the  bond  was  given ^ 
the  collector  being  his  own  successoriu 
office.  {Overacrt  agt.  GarrtU,  5  Lan*^ 
ing^  156.) 

Su  Inbprctors  of  ELBCTiOif.  (5  Lam- 
ing.) 
JuBiSDicnoif.    {Id.) 
Sheriff.    {Id ) 

PROPRIETARY  RI0HT8. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiffs  TolnntarilT 
j)ublisK  pictures  to  the  public,  for  wbicn. 
they  claim  the  proprietary  tight,  the- 
published  copies  furnish  the  deiendanta- 
the  means  of  reproducing  the  pictures 
without  any  invasion  of  the  plainiitfs*' 
proprietary  rights  therein.  {Otrict- 
agt  Jacoby,  atUt,  179.) 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
See  AucTiOK  Sale.    (5  Lannng.) 

Q. 

QUESTION  OP  PACT. 

Set  Canal  CoimtACTOR.    (5  LanttMg.y 
Criminal  Law.    (Id.) 

QUIET  ENJOYMENT. 

See  Covenant  of  Warranty.  (5Lams^ 
ing.) 

R. 

RAILROADS. 

1.  The  plaintiff'  on  one  side  and  a  majoritjr 
of  the  executive  committee  of  thV 
defendant's  railroad  on  the  other  ride, 
agreed,  among  other  things  that  th» 
puuntiff,  except  for  a  good  and  sufficient, 
cause  shown  for  bis  removal,  shonld 
have  the  permanent  and  snpreme  con- 
trol in  the  manajgement  of  the  corn* 
panv's  road  and  interests,  at  a  salary 
of  (6,000  per  year,  and  an  increase- 
thereof  in  proportion  to  a  certaiik 
increase  of  the  company's  profits.  Tbsfc 
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therenpon,  MHrch  2d.  1869,  plaintiff 
was  elected  a  dn-ector  of  the  rompariv : 
{Qfuen  airi.  Second  Avenue  B.  Jt,  Co., 
ante,  2810 

2,  That  at  ihe  annnal  meeting  of  stock- 
holders held  April  5ih,  1869,  he  whs 
elected  a  director  for  a  fnll  term,  and 
thai  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  direc^ 
ton  held  the  next  day  he  was  elected 
vice-president  of  the  company,  and 
therenpon  the  following  resolulion  was 
passed  by  the  board :    [Id.) 

3.  *•  Resolved  that  the  vice-president  per 
form  the  duties  of  general  siipeiinien- 
denl  of  the  road,  (one  of  the  elective 
officers  of  the  company)  with  the  right 
to  employ  the  former  saperintend*-nt 
or  snch  other  person  as  he  may  see  lit 
in  his  place  to  asfti^t  him  nniil  the 
farther  action  of  the  board,  and  the 
salary  of  the  vice  president  be  $6,000 
per  aunum.'*    {Id.) 

I.  It  appeared  that  on  the  day  of  the 
passage  of  that  rescilulioii.  to  wit,  Aj»ril 
6th,  1869.  planitif!  asHumed  the  manage- 
ment of  I  he  road,  and  that  he  continued 
in  such  management  and  in  the  receipt 
of  a  Snlarv  at  the  rate  of  $6,000  per 
annum,  anlil  July  Wh.  1»70,  when  he 
was  removed  from  snch  management, 
and  also  from  the  vice-ni-esidency .  by  a 
voie  of  the  board  of  directors  without 
any  canse  being  assigned  for  such 
removal. 

Held,  that  the  arranjreraent  between  the 
executive  committee  and  the  plaintiff 
was  a  contract  not  binding  upon  the 
defendant.  The  executive  committee 
hnd  no  power  fh)m  the  charter,  or  by- 
laws to  make  such  a  contract  person- 
ally or  as  an  execntive  committee. 
Besides  so  far  as  the  passage  of  said 
resolution  of  April  6th,  1869.  and 
plaintiff 's  aqniescence  therein  consti- 
tuted a  new  contract,  it  was  one  that 
was  inconsistent  with  the  prior  ar- 
rangement entered  into  between  plain- 
tiff and  the  executive  committee. 
Being  inconsistent,  such  new  contract 
became,at  least  to  the  extent  of  its 
inconsistency,  a  subsiitnte  for  the  prior 
arrangement.     {Id.) 


car.  entero  the  car  near  one  end  of  the 
route  and  pays  full  through  fair,  he 
isventitled  to'go  throngh  without  any 
farther  pavment  of  fara  {Hamilton 
a^t.  Tkvi  Avenue  B.  B.  Co.,  anU^ 
294.) 

7.  If  on  stopping  the  car  at  the  depotr 
with  the  announcement  that  it  does  not 
go  anv  further,  and  the  passenger  iff 
directed,  with  the  others,  to  take 
arothercar.  which  is  waiting  for  them, 
but  no  traiisfer  ticket  is  given  him,  but 
he  is  informed  by  the  driver  of  the 
waiting  car  ihatthe  passengers  from 
the  car  that  has  stopped  will  not  have 
to  pay  any  further  fare,  and,  snb.^e- 
quently,  the  conductor  calls  on  thi» 
passencrer  for  his  fare,  who  refuses  to 
pay  again,  as  he  had  |»aid  once,  and  the 
conductor,  per  force,  removes  him  from 
the  car  for  such  non- payment,  although 
the  conductor  may  be  strictly  within 
the  rules  of  his  duty  to  the  company, 
the  railroad  company  are  liable  for 
dama^fes  to  the  pasnenger  not  only  for 
compensatorr,  but  for  exemplary  dam- 
ages.    In  this  case,  $500.     {Id.) 


as    natural 
exemplary 


5.  Therefore,  nnder  the  resolution  of 
April  6th,  1869,  the  plaintH!  was  an 
officer  of  the  company,  and  that  his 
term  of  office  was  subject  to  the  fifth 
section  of  the  bv-lawsand  consequentlv 
termiimble  at  the  pleasure  of  the  board, 
and  his  claim  ander  the  arrangement 
made  with  the  executive  committee  for 
a  portion  of  his  salary  claimed  upon 
the  second  year  wa-s  not  sustainable. 
{Id.) 

4S.  Where  a  passenger  on  a  horse-railroad 

Vol-  XLIV.  39 


8.  Corporations,     as    well 
persons,    are    liable    for 
damages.     {Id.) 

9.  The  liability  of  a  railroad  company 
for  the  safe  carriage  of  a  passenger's 
batrgage  is  not  limited  by  a  notice, 
printed  npon  the  face  of  the  ticket 
Issued  by  it,  statinir  the  terms  upon 
which  bairgave  will  be  carried.  {Baw- 
ton  agt.  Pa.  B.  B.  Co.,  48  iV.  T.,  212.) 

10.  If,  however,  the  passenger's  atten- 
tion is  called  to  it  when  purchasing  his 
ticket,  or  if  he  knew  of  it  when  he 
purchaf«ed,  the  law  will  presume,  in 
the  absence  of  any  objection  upon  his 

?art,  that  he  asserted  to  the  terms, 
'he  contract  is  made,  and  rights  and 
duties  of  the  parties  are  determined., 
when  the  ticket  is  purchased.  A  dis- 
cover v  bv  the  passenger  of  the  noi  ice- 
after  tie  has  entered  npon  his  journeys 
does  not  allect  his  rights.    {Id. ) 

11.  The  railroad  act  (chapter  140,  Laws 
of  1850).  fixes  no  tariff  or  rate  of 
freight.  This  is  a  st^bject  of  contract 
solelv.  The  agreement  to  carry  is  a. 
consideration  for  the  agreement  to  pay 
the  freiijht.  The  liability  to  pay 
freight  is  the  consideration  for  tho 
agreement  to  carry.  The  parties  may  fix 
such  i*easonable  rates  as  they  mav  agree- 
upon,  and  they  may  make  such  limi- 
tations to  the  nabdi'ty  of  the  carrier  as 
thev  think  proper.  '{Nel^n  agu  II.  B. 
B.'B.  Co.,  4S  N.  F.,  498.) 


12.  Plaintiff  purchased  of  K.,  W.  &.  Co^ 
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a  mirror,  direodnff  them  to  deliver  it 
to  the  defeiidHiit  for  trHiisporttttion  to 
Fahou,  N.  Y.  K.,  W.  &  Co.  eeui  it 
)>T  a  cartmttn  to  defendant's  depot, 
T!he  agent  in  charge  refused  to  receive 
it  onless  the  oartmHn  won  Id  si>m  a 
contract  releasing  the  company  from 
liability  for  breakage,  &c.,  nniens 
caased  by  collision  resulting  from  neg- 
ligence of  its  servants,  in  ccneideraiiou 
of  itH  agreement  to  carry  at  tariff  rates. 
The  contract  coiitaiiied  a  clatise  that  if 
objection  v&»  made  to  it  the  freight 
agent  was  to  be  notified  before  the 
property  was  shipped.  K.,  W.  &  Co. 
knew  oi*  the  costom  of  the  company  to 
require*  such  a  coutraet  before  receiv- 
ing goods  liable  to  extra  hazards.  The 
cartman  signed  as  agent  for  shipper 
and  owner.  It  was  agreed  that  the 
mirror  should  be  retained  until  the 
next  day,  and  should  be  retomed  if 
K.,  W.  dc  Co.  requested.  The 
cartman  delivered  a  duplicate  of  the 
contract  and  stated  the  facts  to  K.,  W. 
'  Sl  Co.  No  dissent  or  request  to  return 
having  l>een  made  bv  the  latter,  the 
mirror  was  forwardea  and  broken  ia 
trttnsitu : 

Beld^  that  K.,  W.  5c  Co.  were  author- 
ized to  make  the  contract  on  behalf  of 
plaintiff;  that  they  could  depute  the 
cartman  to  make  it  for  them ;  that 
there  was  a  complete  ratification  of  his 
acts,  and  that  the  contract  made  by 
him  was  valid  and  binding  upon  the 
plainuff..   {Id,} 

13.  The  crossing  of  highways,  bv  a  rail- 
way, at  grade,  is  not  unlawful.  It  is 
therefore  neither  a  nuisance  nor  a  tres- 
pass, at  law ;  nor  does  such  crossing 
require  the  highway  commissioners' 
consent  thereto.  (Baxter  a^  The 
Spuyton  Duyvil  and  Port  Morra  R.  R, 
Co,,  61  Barb.,  \'Z6.) 

14.  A  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  re 
strain  the  oonsirnction  of  a  railway 
authorised  to  constiuct  it    {Id.) 

15.  After  a  railroad  company  has  applied 
for,  and  obtained,  an  order  of  the  Sup- 
reme Court,  on  notice  to  the  eommis* 
sioners  of  highways,  as  required  by 
chapter  583,  of  the'  Laws  of  1864,  au- 
thorizing it  to  construct  its  road  "upon 
or  along  anv  highway,"  the  commis- 
sioners ot  highways  cannot  prevent, 
nor  the  court  restrain,  the  construction 
of  its  railroad  upon,  along  or  across 
any  public  highways.     {Id.) 

16.  Where  a  person  purchaf>es  from  a 
railroad  companv,  a  passage  ticket, 
bearing  upon  its  face,  the  words  '*  Good 
for  this  dav,  only,"  with  the  date  in- 
dorsedi  sucu  ticket  will  not  entitle  the 


holder  to  a  ride  in  the  company's  cars, 
on  a  dAv  subsequent  to  it<«  oate.  ( Boic% 
airr.  TU  Hudson.  II.  R.  Co.,  61  Ba^-b,, 
611.) 

17.  Snch  a  ticket  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
evidence  of  the  contract  made  bv  the 
company  to  carry  the  holder,    {fd.) 

18.  And  verltal  declarations  of  the  com- 
pany's ticket  agent,  made  i>nbs6quent 
to  the  purchase  of  such  ticket,  as  to 
its  being  good  at  any  time  thereafter, 
will  not  constitute  a  valid  c<mtruct;  in 
the  absence  of  any  proof  that  the 
agent  had  authority  to  make  an  oral 
contract  for  the  company,  varvine  the 
one  iu'licated  by  the  ticket  ^nch  an 
authority,  in  the  agent,  will  not  be 
pi-esumed.     {Id.) 

19.  Section  ?055  of  the  Code  of  Gkonria, 
which  provides  that  "  when  there  are 
several  connecting  railroads,  ^nder 
different  companies,  and  the  goods  are 
intended  to  be  transported  over  more 
than  one  railroad,  each  company  shall 
be  responsible  only  to  its  own  termi- 
nus, and  until  delivery  to  the  connect- 
ing road,  the  last  company  which  has 
received  the  goods  as  *  in  good  order ' 
shall  be  responsible  to  the  consignee 
for  any  damage,  open  or  concealed, 
done  to  the  goods,  and  such  companies 
shall  settle  among  themselves  the 
question  of  ultimate  liability."  was 
evidently  intended  to  limit  the  liabilitv 
of  a  railroad  company  to  its  own  termi- 
nus, where  the  contract  is  a  general 
one,  merely,  depending  on  delivery  of 
the  ^oods  to  he  transported  with  di- 
rections to  carry  beyond  such  termi- 
nus. (King9i^  The'Macon and  West- 
era  Railroad  Company ,  62  Barb,,  160.) 

520.  Such  an  express  contract  Is  made,  by 
a  railroad  company,  when  it  re<-eives 
cotton  for  transportation,  and  is  re- 
duced to  writing  by  its  agent  in  a  re- 
ceipt given  therefor,  by  which  the 
company  agrees  to  transport  the  same 
to  New' York,  limiting  its  liability  for 
loss  by  fire  to  a  burning  on  the  .cars. 
{Id.) 

21.  There  is  no  holding,  in  this  State, 
that  a  railroad  company  is  bound  to 
furnish  ta  safe  road-oed,  or  in  default 
thereof  IS  liable  for  an  iniury  to  one  of 
its  employees,  occasioned  bv  such  de- 
fault Ptr  Balcom.  J.  ( ^nney  agt. 
The  BoetoH  and  Albany  Railroaii  Co., 
62  Barb.,  218.) 

22.  Repairs  of  a  railroad  track  were  at' 
tempted  to  be  wade  without  interfer- 
ing with  the  passage  of  the  trains. 
The  times  of  the  passage  of  such 
trains  wei'e  well  uudeiistuod,  and  to  iii- 
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snre  mfety  ifc  was  only  necwBRTj  that 
the  empluyees  of  the  company  should 
have  au  accurate  tiiue>piece,  to  enable 
them  so  to  condnct  the  work  that  the 
track  should  be  in  order,  on  the  arri- 
▼al  of  the  next  train.  Held  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  compuuy  to  see 
that  the  men  employed  in  labor  of  that 
kind  were  furnislied  with  a  proper 
time-piece.  {MatUsoK  ajirt.  The  Ifew 
Ynrk  Central  R,  B.  Co.,  ©  Barb,, 
364.) 

IK).  And  it  appearinflr  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  officers  of  the  com^mny  paid 
no  attention  to  that  subject,  but  left 
the  foreman  to  procure,  and  attend  to 
the  reKulaiion  of.  their  own  watches ; 
it  was  held^  that  on  this  evidence  the 
jnry  had  the  right  to  pass,  and  say 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  ne>;li^ence 
in  the  company  thus  to  conduct  itself. 
{Id.) 

'24.  A  locomotive  upon  the  defendant's 
railro*id  was  thruwu  otf  the  track,  by 
reason  of  a  switch  being  misplaced, 
and  the  engineer  killed.  In  an  action 
brought  by  his  administratrix,  against 
the  company,  to  recover  damages  on 
the  ground  that  the  death  of  uie  en- 
gineer was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  switch-tender,  whom  the  de- 
fendant retained  in  its  employ  after  it 
knew  that  he  was  careless  and  in- 
competent; Held  that  after  evidence 
had  been  given,  sufficient  to  justify 
the  inference  that  the  switch  was 
wrongly  placed  by  the  switchman,  it 
was  error  to  reject  the  defendant's 
offer  to  show  that  it  was  probable  the 
switch  had  been  changed  by  some  one 

.  else,  in  the  absence  of  the  switchman. 
(Baic/scagt.  The  New  York  and  Hat' 
lem  Railroad  Co.,  62  Barb,,  623.) 

25.  The  eeneral  railroad  laws  of  this 
State  are  to  be  construed  harmonious- 
ly,  as  respects  their  various  pit> visions, 
and  strictlv,  as  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  {Matter of  the  New  York  and 
RoitoA  Railroad  Company,  62  Barb., 

oO.) 

26.  By  conforming  to  the  provisions  of 
those  laws,  corporations  may  acquire  a 
title  in  fee  to  lands  necessary  for  their 
purposes,  against  the  will  />f  their 
owners.  But  corporations  must  con- 
form to  such  provisiousj  before  they 
can  acquire  any  title  or  rights  thereto. 
ild.) 

S7.  If  the  occupant  does  not  take  the 
statutory  ste\m,  within  fifteen  aays,  to 
secure  a  review,  or  alteration  of  the 
route,  the  route  may  be  considered  set- 
tled, and  his  right  thereafter  to  obje<;c 
to  iu  location,  as  lost.    (Id.) 


FJ 


28.  Such  notice  to  the  occupant  must  b* 
served  before  applving  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  of  a|)|vraisal. 
Presenting  a  petition  for  appointment 
of  commissioners,  is  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirement  as  to 
notice.    {Id ) 

29.  The  preliminary  survev  under  sec- 
tion 28  is  to  be  made  before  the  appli- 
cation for  comminsioners  of  appraisal 
under  section  14.  And  the  notice  to 
occupants,  under  section  52,  must  be 
^iveu  before  the  right  to  proceed  uu- 
der  section  14  begins.    {Id.) 

90.  Requisites  of  the  map  and  'profile  of 
the  route  of  a  proposed  railroad  which 
are  required  to  be  filed  in  the  county 
clerk's  or  register's  office,  before  con- 
structing any  part  of  such  road.  And 
the  particulars  in  which  the  map  and 

ftronle  in  this  case  were  held  defective. 
Id.) 

31.  If  a  railroad  company  fails  to  com- 
ply with  the  necessary  pre-requisites 
for  obtaining  the  appointment  ox  com- 
missioners of  appraisal,  it  does  not  se- 
cure the  right  to  have  the  property 
condemned,  against  the  opposition  of 
its  owners. 

See  Towns.    (62  Barb.) 

32.  A  charge  to  tlie  jnry  in  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  for  ne^li* 
gently  causing  the  deatn  of  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate  at  a  railroad  crossing  ia 
a  city,  to  the  effect  that  even  if  it  ap- 
peared that  the  signals  were  not  given 
lor  the  entire  distance  required  by  law, 
it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that  the 
company  would  be  liable  if  the  bell 
was  rung  or  whistle  sounded  for  such  a 
distance  from  the  place  of  the  accident 
as  fully  and  fairly  to  give  the  deceased 
timely  and  sufficient  warning  that  the 
train  was  approaching,  in  time  to  pre- 
vent him  from  crossing  or  attempting 
to  cross  the  track,  sustained  as  correct. 
(Cook  agU  New  York  Central  Railroad, 
401.) 

RAILROAD  MUNICIPAL  BONDS. 

1.  In  proceedings  to  bond  municipal  cor- 
porations in  aid  of  railroads  (L.  1869, 
p.  2,303)  a  petition  mnst  be  presented 
to  the  county  judge,  signed  by  the  re- 
auisite  number  of  tax-payers  ($1)  be- 
rore  he  is  anthorixed  to  make  an  order 
for  notice  of  a  hearing.  (People  ex  reL 
Delafield  agt  HughitU  5  Banting,  89.) 

2.  The  act  ($  2)  requires  personal  appear* 
ance  and  consent  before  the  county 
judge,  at  the  time  and  place  designated 
for  taking  proof^  by  tax-payert  who 
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have  Pot  signed  the  petition,  as  indis- 
pensable to  their  being  counted  as  con- 
senting.   {Id.) 

3.  Expression  of  a  desire  by  some  of  the 
petitioners  in  their  petition  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  proposed  bonds  shall 
ue  invested  in  first  mortgage  bonds  of 
the  railroad,  does  not  render  the  peti- 
tion insufficient  or  informal.    {Id,) 

4.  An  averment  in  the  petition  that  the 
subscribers  constitute  a  majority  of  the 
tax-payers,  and  represent  a  majority  of 
the  taxable  property  on  the  lust  assess- 
ment roll  of  the  town,  is  indisj^ensable, 
and  without  it  the  petition  is  fatally  de- 
fective.   {Id.) 

5.  In  ascertaining  whether  a  majority  o^ 
the  persons  whose  names  are  upon  the 
tax- roll  have  consented  to  bonding  a 
town  for  railroad  purposes,  ou  applica- 
tion under  the  statute  (Laws  1869, 
chap.  907.  p.  2,303,  etc.),  joint  owners 
of  property  are  to  be  counted  separ- 
ately ( People  ex  rel.  Say  re  agL  IHanh' 
lin,  5  Laming f  129.) 

6.  One  whose  name  appears  on  the  roll 
and  who  has  signed  the  petition,  must 
be  counted  as  a  petitioner,  although, 
after  assessment  or  the  tax  and  before 
signing  the  petition,  he  has  parted  with 
his  interest,  or.  it  seems,  removed  from 
the  town.    (Id.) 

7.  It  seems  the  consent  of  the  tax-payer 
is  in  the  nature  of  the  vote  of  an  Alec- 
tor     (Id.) 

8.  Signatures  to  the  petition,  of  tax-payers 
appearing  on  t-hn  proper  roll,  induced 
by  payments  in  the  nature  of  a  bribe, 
are  nevertheless  valid.    {Id.) 

9.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  tax-payer 
has  been  induced  to  sign  by  misrepre- 
sentation as  to  the  nature  of  the  instru- 
ment signed,  or  as  to  the  company  to 
be  benefitted  by  the  bond,  and  tias  had 
no  opportunity  to  inform  himself  of  the 
contents  of  the  petition.    {Id.) 

10.  But  the  signers  must  exercise  due 
care  and  caution  in  this  respect,  as 
where  the  petitioner  signed  under  the 
inducement  of  false  representations,  but 
had  in  his  possession  the  means  of  in- 
formation as  to  the  truth,  the  consent 
was  held  valid.    {Id.) 

11.  The  petition  must  designate  the  rail- 
road compaiiy  in  view,  and  it  must  be 
an  existing  incorporated  company,  and 
it  seems  a  petition  signed  before  incor- 
poration of  the  eompauy  is  void,   (id.) 

12.  Petitioners  cannot  withdraw  their 
consent  before  presentation  of  the  pe- 
tition.   {Id.) 


REAL  PROPERTY. 

Sec  Determination    op    Claims    to 
Real  Property.    (48  N.  Y.) 
Flxturus.    {Id.) 

RECEIPTS. 

1.  Where,  npon  payment  of  a  portion  of 
an  undisputed  account,  the  creditor 
gives  a  receipt  in  full,  he  is  not  con- 
cluded thereby  from  recovering  the 
balance,  although  the  nsceipt  was 
given  with  knowledge,  and  there  was 
was  MO  error  or  fraud.  (Ryat^  agu 
Ward.i^N,  r.,204.) 

REPLEVIN. 

1.  A  demand  for  the  delivery  of  personal 
property  which  has  come  lawfully  into 
IHJssesmon  of  the  party  from  whom  it 
is  claimed,  must  oe  made  after  it  is 
due,  before  replevin  will  lie.  And  a 
covenant  in  a  lease  of  real  and  personal 
property,  which  agrees  that  the  latter 
shall  be  delivered  at  the  termination  of 
the  lease,  does  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  for  demand  after  such  tei  m- 
iuHtion  as  a  foundation  for  replevin. 
( WkiU  agt.  Bro»Hf  5  Xraiwii^,  78.) 

RESCISSION  OP  CONTRACT. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  for  the  rescission 
of  a  contract  to  exchange  the  plaiutifr's 
lands  for  lands  of  the  defendant,  and 
of  the  conveyances  in  execution  there- 
of, on  the  ground  of  f»  audulent  misre- 
presentations made  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff;  the  complaint  claiming  such 
other  relief  as  might  be  just;  Beld, 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  rescis- 
sion prayed  for,  if  the  representations 
by  wliicb  plaintiflT  was  induced  xp  make 
the  exchange  were  such  as  materially 
to  affect  the  value  of  the  lands  received 
by  him,  and  were  untrue  and  plaintiff 
believed  them,  whether  they  appeannl 
to  have  been  fraudulently  made  or  not 
A  mutual  mistake  of  the  parties  in  the 
absence  of  fraud  would  be  sufficient 
ground  for  the  relief,  it  appearing  also 
that  the  parties  could  be  resioi^  to 
the  positions  oritdualiy  occupied  by 
them.  {ffammohd  agt.  Pennocif  9 
Lanting,  358.) 

REFEREES. 

1  A  r^eree  has  no  power  on  the  trial  to 
allow  a  defendant  to  withdraw  a 
second  defense  in  the  answer,  consist- 
ing of  a  counter-claim,  upon  which  he 
commences  a  cross-actiocs  againit  Ibo 
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plaintiffs,  and  then  allow  him  to  inter- 
pose a  second  deftsnse  te  the  answer  in 
the  onxinal  action,  as  an  amendment 
there«>f.  by  inserting  snbstanlially,  bai 
in  a  different  form,  the  same  connter- 
claim  airain,  claiininif  $130,000  dam- 
ages; and  all  this  withont  notice  to 
the  plaintiff's  or  iheir  attorney,  except 
on  the  motion  to  amend  the*  answer. 
{Livermore  agk  Bainbridge,  ante,  357.) 

S.  To  C4ip  the  climax,  the  referee  in  thin 
case,  before  makiu>;  his  report,  called 
upon  one  of  the  plHintiti's  persouallv, 
and  suggested  to  hnn  whether  it  would 
not  be  better  for  the  plaintiffs  to  settle 
the  mutter  with  the  defendant  by 
paying  bim  $35,000.  which  defendant 
Von  Id  probably  accept,  as  there  were 
matters  in  evidence  in  the  case  which 
led  him  to  believe  that  if  he  did  give 
judgment  for  the  defendant,  it  would 
necessarily  be  for  a  very  large  amount. 
The  plaintiffs,  having  in  their  com- 
plaint, claimed  from  the  defendant  on 
contract  some  $17,000,  did  not  feel 
disposed  to  accept  the  friendly  advice 
of  ttie  referee,  whereupon,  a  few  days 
subsequently,  the  referee  reported 
against  the  plainritts.  and  as  due  the  de- 
lebdaut,  the  sum  of  $120,000.    {Id.) 

3.  Judgment  vacated,  and  report  of 
referee  set  aside  for  irregnlaritv.  and 
order  of  reference  discharged.    (Id,) 

4.  A  Referee  cannot  disrefpird  undispnted 
evidence,  nor  judicially  nifersometfiing 
else  to  be  true,  of  which  there  is  no 
evidence.  (Fordham  agt.  Smilhf  ante, 
472.) 

•5.  A  refusal  to  find  facts  of  which  there 
is  evidence  undispnted,  and  an  excep- 
tion to  such  refusal,  raises  a  question 
of  law  to  be  heard  by  tlie  court  of  ap> 
peals.     {Id.) 

4.  Where  the  allowance  or  disallowance 
of  a  proposed  ameadtnent  to  a  pleading, 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  ^ette,  the 
exercise  of  that  discretion,  even  if  re> 
viewable  on  appeal,  will  not  be  inter- 
fered with  by  the  court  on  motion. 
But  where  tlie  referee  either  has  no 
power,  or  refuses  to  interfere  because 
of  a  8uppi»sed  want  of  power^  the  trial 
may  be  snspended  and  a  motion  made 
to  the  court  at  s^tecial  term  for  such 
purpose.  {HochtUtttr  agt.  Itaadt  ahte^ 
4»5.) 

7*  Until  the  report  of  a  referee  is  con- 
firmed, and  judgment  euteied  tliereon, 
the  plaintiff  obtains  no  vested  ri^ht 
thereunder.  Until  then,  it  is  subject 
to  the  power  of  the  court,  and  to  any 
law  the  leifislatnre  may  thuik  ptoper 
<o  pass,  atfeciiug  the  reined/,    {Ltvoen- 


thal  asi.  Tke  Mmwr,  dc,of  New  Tori, 
UBM.,b\\,)  ^    '       '  ' 

See  New  Yobk  (Cmr  or)    (61  Barb.) 

8.  So  much  depends  on  the  appearance 
and  conduct  of  a  witness,  before  a 
referee,  that  it  is  never  safe  to  inter- 
fere with  a  finding  on  a  question  of 
fact,  unless  it  is  so  flagrantly  unjust  as 
to  show  partiality,  corrnpiion  or  in- 
competency, on  the  part  of  the  referee. 
( Per  M  u LUN,  J. J  {Jlvwell  agu  BiddU- 
com,  62  Barb.,  131.) 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETIES. 

See  COHPORATIONS.    {6QBarb.) 

REPRESENTATIONS. 

See  Iksuravcb,  (Fire.)    (62  Barb.) 
See  Vkni>or    akd    Purcuasuk.      {61 
Barb.) 

RETRIAL. 

t.  A  re-trial  mav  be  had  in  all  cases 
brought  into  tne  county  courts,  by  ap- 
peal, without  refeivnce  to  the  form  of 
the  action,  when  the  claim  or  claimt 
for  judgment  made  b;'  the  pleadings  of 
either  party  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
fifty  dollars.  {Merrill  agt.  JPattison, 
ante,  289.) 

2.  And  also  in  actions  for  the  reeovery 
of  specific  (personal  property,  where  no 
claim  or  claims  exceeding  that  amount 
may  be  made,  provided  the  damages 
actually  recovered,  added  to  the  as- 
sessed value  of  the  property,  shaU  ex- 
ceed that  sum.     (Id.) 

REVIVOR. 

1.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  sart 
facioi  to  revive  a  judgment  and  obtain 
execution  against  the  property  of  a 
deceased  judgment  debtor,  his  personal 
representatives  and  heirs  at  law,  cannof 
be  joined  as  co-defendants.  {Strong 
agt.  Zee,  ante,  60.) 

2.  The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased 
must  ue  exhausted  before  resort  can 
be  had  to  the  realty.    {Id.) 

3.  In  case  of  such  joinder  of  defendants 
the  court  cannot,  under  the  last  clause 
of  section  172  of  the  Code,  order  the 
action  to  be  divided  into  two  actions. 
{Id.) 

4.  When  a  jndgment  creditor  dies  and 
his  executor  is  appointed,  who,  withia 
Ik  year  from  the  death,  applies  hj  aflt* 
davitto  the  court,  without  notice  to  tha 
judgment  debtor,  and  obtains  aa  order 
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reviying  the  jodgment  intheimmeof 
the  executor,  and  anthoriziiig  hii 
execotiou  on  which  reHlesiateisafter- 
wards  sold : 

Held,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the 
purchaser,  that  the  execution  was 
voidable  not  void,  and  one  not  Iiolding 
under  the  judgment  debtor  could  not 
j-aise  the  question.  (Nimt  agt  Sabiw, 
ante,  252.) 

2.  In  snch  case  the  sale  is  good,  though 
more  than  ten  years  have  elapsed  since 
the  docket  of  the  jud^^ment,  and  no 
lien  is  necessary  to  auihoriie  a  sale  as 
against  the  defendant  iu  the  execution 
or  trespassors.    (Id.) 

3.  When  defendan;  is  in  possession,  with- 
out right,  after  the  determinaiion  ol  a 
life  estate,  no  notice  to  quit  is  neces- 
sary.   {Id.) 

7.  An  action  brouf^ht  against  defendants 
as  \)ideniHitois  of  the  iliei-iff,  for  dam- 
ages in  trespass  in  taking  and  carrying 
Hway  plaiutilf's  goods  under  process 
of  the  courtdirected  against  a  stranger, 
turviea  and  coHtinwt  after  the  death 
of  one  of  the  defendauu;  and  on  the 
application,  by  motion,  on  the  part  of 
theplainiift  theaciion  may  be  revived 
against  the  administratrix  of  the 
deceased  defendant,  and  conthiued  in 
Ler  name.  {HeinmuiUr  airt.  Oi'av, 
aJiU,  260,)  •  ^' 


s. 

SALES. 

1.  Whether  a  delivery  onder  an  agree- 
ment fur  the  sale  of  chattels  is  abstJute 
or  conditional,  depends  upon  tbe  in- 
tent of  the  parties ;  to  establish  that 
the  delivery  was  conditional,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  vendor  should  de- 
clare the  conditions,  in  express  terms, 
at  the  time  of  delivery.  It  is  snlflcieiit 
if  the  intent  of  the  parties  can  be  in- 
ferred from  their  acts,  or  the  circnm. 
stances  of  the  case.  {Bammett  agt. 
LinHemaHf  48  N,  K,  399.) 

2.  Although  delivery,  without  requiring 
payment,  is  presumptive  evidence  of 
the  waiver  of  a  condition  that  payment 
should  be  made  upon  delivery  to  vest 
title  in  the  vendee,  yet  this  presump- 
tion may  be  rebutted  by  tjie  acts  or 
declarations  of  the  parties  showing  a 
eoutrary  intent;  and  the  intent,  where 
*"y  doubt  arises,  is  a  question  of  fact. 

3.  Plaintiff  sold  to  defendant  L.  a  quan- 
tity of  coal  for  cash  on  delivery  ;  L 


asked  for  a  credit,  which  was  refused ; 
plaintiff  knowing  that  L.  was  about, 
failing.  The  coal  was  delivered  and 
cartedi  to  L.'s  yard,  and  mixed  with 
other  coal.  Three  dinrs  after  delivery 
plaintiff  again  called  fur  payment;  not 
obtaining  it,  he  called  agaiu  ht  two  or 
three  days;  L.  stated  he  c<Mild  not  pay. 
The  aKenl  learning  that  L  had  sold 
out,  asked  him  what  he  had  done  with 
plaintiff^s  coal.  He  admitted  he  had 
sold  it,  adding  he  could  not  help  it^ 
Declarations  of  defendaat  were  testi- 
tied  to,  tending  to  prove  that  h.  had 
given  to  defendant  B.  a  bill  of  sale  oi 
the  coal,  before  delivery.  Wh«n  the- 
sheriff  seized  the  coal  under  process  in< 
this  actiun,  L.  said ;  *'  It  louks  so  mucb 
like  a  swindle,  I  am  ashamed  of  it  z" 

Eeldf  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  justify  the  finding  that  the  payment 
of  the  price  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  vesting  of  the  title  in  L..  and 
that  such  condition  had  not  been 
waived.     {Id.) 

See  Fraudut^ent  Convbtamcbs.     (4* 
A.  r.)  .  * 

Statute  of  Frauds.    {Id.) 

4.  The  defendant  agreed  to  take  the 
plaintiff's  crop  of  hops,  tlien  preeent,. 
dried,  and  gathered  in  hea|>s,  and  made 
part  paynient  of  the  price  asked,  but 
the  plaintiff  was  to  bale  and  deliver  at 
a  time  and  place  named,  and  did  then, 
and  tliere  tender  the  hops  in  bales, 
when  it  appeared  that  heated  and 
moulded  hops,  part  of  the  lot  in  ques* 
tion,  had  l>een  negligently  pressed  bv 
tliQ  defendant  in  some  oY  the  bales, 
renderini;  the  good  hops  almost  worth- 
less ;  Held,  that  the  defendant  was  at 
liberty  to  refuse  to  receive  the  hope,  or 
any  of  them.  {Kreltr  agt.  Vander- 
vere.  5  Laming ^  313  ) 

5.  Eeld,  further,  that  the  title  to  tlio  hop^ 
remained  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
the  teu4^.     {Id.) 

SEWERS. 

See  New  York  (City  op.)    (61  Barb.^ 

SHERIFF. 

1.  A  sheiiff  haviHf;  returned  a  warrant 
of  attachment  as  ''merged  in  execu- 
tion," and  alpo  having  returned  the 
execmion,  nulla  bona,  w  concltii(ed  by  i 
snch  returns,  and  In^  no  lurther  right* 
or  powei*  by  virtue  of  having  had 
the  attachment.  His  powers  termin- 
ated with  the  return  ot  tlie  process. 
An  alias  execution  subsequently  isioed^ 
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conid  not  revive  them.      {Clarh  agt. 
Goodridgt^  ante^  226.) 

2.  The  sheriff  serred  a  eony  of  im 
attHchmeut  on  the  Bank  of  ine  Uepab- 
lie,  with  A  notice  showing .  tlmt  he 
levied  on  ^ihe  Imnit  acouQnt  of  the 
defendant,  Goodridge,  and  any  debt 
dne  or  owing  from  the  bank  to  him." 
At  the  time  of  this  levy  nothing  was 
owing  to  GkHMlridtfe  from  the  bank,  and 
nothing  remained  to  bis  credit  in  the 
bank  acooont;  but  certain  stocks  of 
Goodridge  were  in  pledge  to  the  bank 
for  loane,  which  stocks  at  the  time 
were  worth  no  more  than  the  bank  had 
loaned  npoo  them.  Subseqaently  an 
advance  in  stocks  eaabled  the  banic  to 
sell  them,  so  as  to  realise  a  balance 
which  was  passed  to  the  credit  of 
Goodridge  in  the  bank  account.  After 
each  sale  no  further  levy  was  made  by 
the  sheriff,  but  instead  thereof  he  had 
retnmed  the  process.  Hetd^  that  the 
debt  had  not  been  attached,  as  it  was 
not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
levy ;  and  aa  no  levy  was  made  after, 
it  was  a  subsisting  debt.    {Id.) 

3.  The  notice  served  by  the  sheriff,  was 
a  sofficieat  c«Hnpliance  with  ^  235  of 
the  code.  Per  Daniels  and  James, 
J  J.    {Id) 

4.  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  was  not 
inauesiion  in  the  case.  Per  Guover 
andLoTT,  JJ.    {Id,) 

b.  The  notice  was  inaufficient.  Hunt, 
ClkJ.    (/d.) 

€.  A  receiver  in  ^upplementar^r  proceed* 
ings  in  Clarke's  action,  liavfng  become 
vested  with  all  the  personal  estate  of 
the  judgment  debb>r,  including  debts 
owing  to  him  (Codt^  ip^)t  ^^  ^  ^me 
when  no  pruce^ti  whs  in  the  sheriff's 
bands,  it  was  hetd^  that  the  receiver 
was  eiuliled  t(»  the  property^    {Id  ) 

7.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  pos- 
session of  perponal  property,  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested  under  the  pro- 
visions of  subdivision  3  of  section  179 
of  the  Code,  and,  upon  givinir  the  nn- 
dertaking  required  bv  ciec.  187  in  snob 
cflseff,  was  reifuited  /rom  arrest  bv  the 
sheriff,  who  thereupon  remrnecf  the 
onier'«>f  an^est  to  plaintiffs  atttomey. 
Piaintitf  excepted  to  the  bail ;  they 
failed  to  jnMit'y,  but  prior  to  the  expir- 
ation of  the  time  for  juaiificatiun.  sur- 
rendered the  defendant  to  the  sheriff, 
iu  whose  custody  be  remained.  Plain* 
tiff  snbseqnently  recovered  imlinueiit 
for  the  delivery  of  the  pro(>eity,  or 
parment  of  its  value,  with  coi>ts. 

ffew,  that  the  surrender  by  the  :»4iil  was 
unauthorised,  and  did  n«>t  exonerate 
them,  and  that,  under  section  201  of 


the  Code,  the  sheriff  was  liable  as 
bail ;  which  liability  was  not  satisfied 
by  having  the  defendant  within  his 
custody,  amenable  to  process,  but  that, 
as  far  as  the  plaintiff  was  concerned, 
he  stood  in  the  place  of  the  bail  in  the 
undertaking  given  to  him,  and  the 
extent  of  his  liability  was  measured 
by  theirs.  {McKetUH  agu  Smith,  48 
N.  r.,  143.) 

8.  Where  a  deputy  sheriff,  after  he  had 
returned  an  execution  nuUa  ho/na, 
with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  and  th^  county  clerk,  pro- 
cured  toe  same  from  the  clerk's  office, 
eraaed  the  return,  and,  by  virtue 
thereof,  levied  upon  and  sold  property : 

Htldf  that  the  execution  was  irregular, 
but  not  void,  and  that  the  deputy 
having  treated  it  as  valid  process, 
iieitlier  he  nor  his  principal  could  re- 
fuse to  answer  fur  tne  money  oolleeted 
thereon.  {Jamet  agt.  Onrlev.  48  N",  T,, 
163.) 

9.  It  is  the  right  of  a  sheriff  to  postpone 
a  sale  of  property  on  execution,  from 
time  to  time,  and 'for  such  a  length  of 
time  as  he  ma^r  deem  proper.  Hut  he 
mav  not,  for  his  own  gain,  bind  him* 
self  by  a  contract,  not  to  sell  for  such 
a  period  of  time  as  will  prevent  him 
from  obeviiiir  the  command  of  his  pro- 
cess. {Perkin$  agt.  Proud,  tiS  Barb., 
4W0.) 

10.  He  is  bound,  without  compensation, 
to  give  every  indnlgonce  consistent 
with  obedience  to  his  process;  and 
when  he  contracts  for  delay  bevond 
what  is  consistent  with  his  duty,  ne  is 
contracting  for  oompensation  or  in- 
demnity for  breach  of  it :  and  such  a 
oootraot  ia  unlawful  and  void.    (Id) 

11.  Where  a  sheriff  levies  on  property 
in  which  a  third  person  has  an  insura- 
ble interest,  and  the  latter  insures  the 
property,  and  the  same  jis  destroyed, 
and  the  insurers  pay  to  the  assured 
the  amount  of  the  loss,  the  sheriff  has 
no  right  to  claim  a  j)ortion  of  the 
money,  without  showing  that  his  in- 
teresi  has  ever  been  insured.    {Id.) 

1*2.  Upon  the  death  of  an  ex-sheriff  after 
hiii  8Uccei*8or  has  been  elected  or  ap- 
pointed, his  niider  sheriff  is  vested  with 
the  powers  reiuainiii^  in  bis  principal 
to  execute  the  unfinished  business  of 
the  latter's  office.  ( Aeic^aiait  agu  JBech- , 
vritAf  5  Lanting,  80.) 

iS.  And  the  late  ftx^h^riff'a  aatate  and 
sureties,  alone,  are  liaMe  to  a  party 
injn;«d,  for  the  defaults  and  roisfeas. 
ances  in  office  of  his  under  sheriff, 
liappening  after  his  principal's  death. 
{Id) 
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SHIPPING. 

1.  ThA  provision  in  the  State  Const itn- 
tion,  that  no  person  shall  he  deprived 
of  property,  dec.,  without  due  process 
of  Ihw  (art.  1,  $  6),  does  not  require  a 
le^l  proceed  ill);  according  tu  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  nor  mnst 
there  be  a  personal  notice  to  the  part^ 
whoge  property  is  in  question.  It  is 
siiHi'  lent  ifa  kind  of  notice  is  provided 
by  which  it  is  reasonably  probable 
tliHt  the  party  proceeded  against  will 
be  apprised  of  what  is  ^ing  on,  and 
an  opportunity  offered  him  to  defend. 
The  opportunity  to  defend  must  not  be 
Golorable  and  illosory  ;  but  it  matters 
not,  though  it  may  be  difficult,  so  long 
as  it  is  not  imprarticnble.  (Happy 
agt.  Mother,  48  N.  Y.,  3X8.) 

*2.  The  act  of  1862  (chap.  48:!,  Laws 'of 
1862).  providing  fur  *'  the  collection  of 
demands  against  ships  and  vessels/'  is 
not  repugnant  to  the  above  mentioned 
provision,  as  it  4)rovides  a  reasonable 
notice  and  gives  an  opportunity  to  liti- 
gate the  lieu,    {Id.) 

3.  An  omission  to  state  in  the  application 
to  the  county  iudge  the  time  and 
place  of  filing  the  specification  of  the 
claim,  does  not  invalidate  the  pro- 
<*eeding8  under  that  statute  where  the 
vessel  has  not  departed  from  the  port 
{Id,) 

4.  The  giving  of  the  bond  reqnired  by 
the  act  is  a  waiver  of  anj  technical 
defect  in  the  prior  proceedings.    {I<L) 

5.  The  obli^tion  of  the  bond  can  only 
be  discharged  by  showint;  that  no 
debt  was  due  or  that  no  lien  existed. 
(Id.)  , 

6.  Where  the  person  furnishing  the  lum- 
ber accepted  the  note  of  the  contractor 
buildiujif  the  vessel  for  the  amount  of 
the  claim  payable  in  three  months : 

Held,  that  this  extended  the  time  of  pay- 
ment in  the  absence  of  an  agreement 
that  it  should  not  have  that  effect,  and 
nntil  the  note  was  due  proceedings 
could  not  be  instituted  under  the  act 
to  enforce  its  collection.    {Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  npnn  a  bond  given  nnd^r 
the  provisions  of  said  act,  in  order  to 
prove  that  the  Inmber  was  used  in  the 
consimctioii  of  the  vessel,  the  plaintiff 
was  permitted  to  prove,  nnd*;r  objet- 
tiou,  the  declarations  and  aif missions 
of  the  contraotor  and  his  au'eui,  made 
after  the  delivery  of  all  the  lumber: 

Beld^  error ;  tliat  the  coiuiHctor  was  in 
no  sense  the  agent  ot  the,  owner,  and 
there  was  no  such  relation  between 
them  as  to  make  his  declarations  com- 


petent against  the  Utter  or  his  sureties. 
{Id.) 

See  Imsuramcb.    (48  N,  T.) 

SLANDER. 

1.  The  complaint  in  an  action  of  slander, 
where  the  words  charged  are  not 
actionable  per  te,  must  allege  special 
damage.  A  general  allegation  that 
the  slanderous  charge  injured  the  plain- 
tiff ill  her  go<Hi  uaiiie,  and  caused  her 
relatives  and  friends  to  slight  and  shun 
her,  is  unsuffiuient.  {Btutell  agt.  £1- 
wore,  48  iV:  r;,  661.) 

2.  Under  a  single  count  in  an  action  of 
slander,  plaintiff  mav  prove  a  repeti- 
tion ot  the  same  slanderous  charge,  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  degree  of 
malice,  and  thus  enhancing  the  tuunage. 
So,  also,  when  the  words  chained  are 
not  actionable  per  j«,  but  the  plaintiff 
has  alleged  and  proven  special  aamafte, 
she  may  show  a  repetition  of  the 
charge,  although  not  spoken  in  the 
presence  or  brought  to  ibe  knowledge 
of  one  through  whose  action  plaintiff 
sustained  the  special  damage.    (Id.) 

3.  The  doctrine  that  an  action  of  slander 
for  words  not  actionable  per  m,  cannot 
be  maintained  unless  S|>oken  in  the 
presence,  or  brought  directly  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  one  who  acted 
upon  them,  to  tfie  pecuniary  injury  of 
plaintilf ,  as  laid  down  in  KeeiihoUz  agt. 
Bts^ler  (3  Denio,  346),  questioned. 
{Id.) 

4.  Plaintiff  charged  tl^e  paternity  of  ber 
bastard  child  upon  defendant's  son : 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  defendant  was 
engaged  in  an  attempt  to  settle  the 
matter  between  plaintiff  and  his  son 
did  not  authorize  him  to  blacken  her 
character ;  and  a  charge  made  by  him 
while  so  engaged,  that  she  was  a  pub- 
lic prostitute,  was  not  a  privileged 
communication.    (Li.) 

• 

Sde  Contracts.    (48  i\r.  F.) 
Pautibs.    {Id.) 

SPECIAL  VERDICT. 

iS^  Practicb.     {esiBarb.) 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  A  purchaser  tw^ssdMJHoa  of  reiU  ettate, 
under  a  contract  to  purchase,  oannot 
snrrender  pftssessioii  in  order  to  teteind 
the  otmiract.  Coray  agt.  JfaMeansoiH 
ante^  80.) 

2.  Neglecting  to  rescind,  and  yet  retai»* 
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ing  the  poseeaaion,  he  cniinoc  lie 
permittt.d  to  insist  npou  the  vendor's 
ureach  of  the  contract  lo  deliveraiiile 
•called  for  under  it,  as  a  defense  to  the 
vendor's  action  for  a  specitic  per- 
formauce,  if  the  vendor  is  able  at  the 
trial  u>  make  such  a  title  roilie  premises 
aa  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  receive 
under  tue  contract.    {Id.) 

3.  Nor  can  a  purchaser  retaining  pofwes- 
sion,  successfully  resist  the  payiueut 
of  the  purchase  money.    (Id.) 

ffeidf  that  the  search  which  plaintiff 
WHS  to  famish  was  requii-ed  to  show 
that  the  plainiilfB  title  was  ft'ee  fi-om 
all  iHCHinbi'UHceif  and  such  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  agreement. 

ffeld^  also,  that  the  defendant  is,  by  his 
contract,  entitled  to  a  title  of  record, 
and  if  tlie  evidence  fall  short  of  estab- 
lishing such  a  title,  he  is  not  bound  to 
ncoept  it  unless  he  has  estopped  himself 
from  iusisting  on  such  a  title.    (Id.) 

C  The  court  will  not  compel  the  defend- 
ant to  tjike  a  title  which  is  m'inia  facie 
defective  and  which  he  niMy  mit  be 
able  to  Bust-Hin  in  au  action  brought  to 
annul  iu    (Id.) 

Meld^  that  the  taking  and  retnininur  pos- 
session ^i  the  premises  by  the  defend- 
ant  does  not  estop  kim  from  disputing 
i/u  plaintiff  tUle.    {Id.) 

5.  Where  the  defect  in  the  title  is  snch 
as  necessarily  to  lessen  the  value  of 
the  property  it  would  not  be  held 
waived  except  upon  the  most  conclu 
eive  evidence  that  it  was  his  iuleuiiou 
to  do  so.    {Id.) 

STARE  DECISIS. 

I.  Where  a  disputed  nuestion  of  fact  has 
l>een  fully  pubmiiteu  to  the  jtn'y,  tlieij 
verdict  thereon  cannot  be  dinturbed 
.  npon  any  opinion  which  may^  be  enter- 
tained l>y  tne  court  on  a  review,  as  to 
which  way  the  conflict  should  have 
l»een  decided.  {Hecui  agt.  Smith,  ante, 
476.) 

S.  Where  the  plaintiff  retids  a  portion  of 
the  defendant's  answer  to  the  jury  as 
evidence  to  contradict  the  wicnesne's  of 
the  (fefendaiit,  and  the  jury,  notwith- 
atandiuK.  find  the  tacts  in  accordaiwe 
with  the  defendant's  witnessen,  the 
objection  0f  tiie  plaimiff  that  the  de- 
fendant by  his  answer  ia  estopped *fitini 
eetting  up  tliese  fiicta,  cannot  prevail  to 
disturb  the  verdict  of  the  jury.    {Id) 

M^ld^  that  the  defense  in  this  ca^e.  that 
the  promissory  note  npon  which  the 


action  was  brought  was  procured  by 
fraud,  Hiid  that  the  plaiuiitt'  was  not  a 
bo)ia  fide  holder  for  value  without  no- 
tice, could  not  be  sustained.    {Id.) 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  A  contract  of  sale  of  goods  is  void  by 
the  statute  of  frauds  where  there  is  no 
part  f>ayment  of  the  purchase  money, 
nor  note,  or  memorandum  of  the  con- 
tract, nor  unless  the  purchasers  both 
accept  and  receive  the  goods  purchas- 
ed, or  some  jwirt  thereof.  {Stone  agt. 
Browning^  ante,  131) 

2.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  statute 
that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the 
purchasers;  they  must  also  have 
accepted  them.  A  delivery  of  property 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  must  be  a  delivery 
by  the  vendor  with  the  intent  of 
vesting  the  right  of  possession  in  the 
vendee,  and  tnere  miibt  be  an  actual 
acceptance  by  the  latter  with  the  niteu- 
tion  of  taking  pos3e8i<ion  as  owner, 
(/d.) 

3.  In  this  case  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  defendants,  the  purchasers  of  the 
cloth  from  the  plaintiffs,  had  not 
BufHcient  opportunity  to  examine  the 
cloth  while  it  was  in  the  store  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  hence  it  was  arranged 
that  it  should  be  taken  to  the  store  of 
the  defendants,  and  they  were  to 
examine  it  within  one  week,  and  if 
thev  were  satisfied  aa  to  the  quantity 
ana  quality  of  the  cloth,  then  they 
were  to  give  their  note  for  the  purchase 
price.  They  did  take  the  cloth,  and 
examine  it,  and  after  the  examination, 
refused  to  accept  it. 

ffeld^  that  the  defen#Anta  did  not  take 
possession  of  the  goods  as  owners,  and 
It  was,  not  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  title  in  them  should  vest  in  the 
defendants  before  they  examined  them 
and  gave  their  notes.  {Reva'sino  S.  • 
a.  49  Barb..24i.)    {Id) 

4.  A  parol  contract  to  mannfacture  and 
deliver  a  qtmntity  of  paper,  such  paper 
to  be  thereafter  manufactured  at  the 
contmctor'a  mills,  is  not  within  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
{Parsont  agt.  Louelt,  48  If.  T.,  17.) 

5.  A  verl»al  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
property  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds 
cannot  be  ratified  by  an  assignment 
by  the  vendor  of  an  account  against 
thevv««def  therefor.  The  sale  can 
only  Im*  rendered  valid  by  the  concur- 
rents of  both  the  vetaiwr  and  the 
ve«Hi#»e  in  some  one  of  the,  things  ro- 
quit-ed  bv  the  statute  to  give  it*vftlidity. 
{Hick*  agt.  CUceland,  48  N.  F.,  84.) 
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6.  A  parol  proinite  ta  aMnme  an  antece- 
dent debt  of  a  third  person,  apou  con- 
Bideration  that  the  creditor  wul  cancel 
and  extingnish  the  debt  and  release 
the  debtor,  which  is  done,  is  not  within 
the  sratote  of  frauds,  and  is  valid. 
( The  M.  B.  Co.  agt.  ZingseJi,  48  If.  Y., 
247.) 

7.  A  contract  to  cut  trees  standing  npon 
the  contractor's  land  into  cord* wood, 
and  to  deliver  the  wood  at  so  much 
per  cord,  is  not  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  an  interest  in  lands,  and  a  writing 
is  not  necessary  to  give  it  validity. 
{Killvun-e  agt.  BawUtt,  48  If.  F.,  509.) 

8.  Where  a  verbal  agreement  is  entered 
into  for  the  work  and  labor  of  one  of 
the  parties  for  a  year,  to  commence  in, 
futuro^  an  entry  npon  the  employment, 
with  the  acqoiesence  of  the  employer, 
but  without  a  new  contract,  does  not 
take  the  case  out  of  the  siatnte  of 
frauds,  and  the  employer  is  not  liable 
under  the  contract.  iOddjt  airt.  Jamu, 
48J\'.  r.,  685.) 

See  Brtuui  agt  Brand  ( Jfem),  48  N.  K, 
tfb.) 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  It  is  the  W3 1  stilted  rule  that  it  is 
pretty  muc.i  .i  matter  of  course  to  per- 
mit parties  to  amend  their  pUadin<^a 
before  trial,  when  the  amendment  will 
prodooe  no  delay  of  the  trial,  nor  work 
any  especial  hardship  to  the  adverse 
par^.  The  terms  imposed  are  usually 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion, 
and  such  other  costs  and  expenses,  if 
any,  as  the  party  will  lose  by  reason  of 
the  desired  amend^ui. 

Bdd^  on  this  motion,  that  the  defendant 
be  allowed,  under  the  above  role,  to 
amend  bis  answer  by  set-tinf  up  the 
staMe  of  HmtUUiofU,  {Oiickritt  agt. 
VilehrUes  Bx'rt.j  ante,  317.) 

2.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  pnt 
ttatviory  defenMSf  suc|^  as  die  statute 
of  limitations,  usur,i^  &.&,  up«m  the 
same  footing  with  other  leind  defentfes. 
ild.) 

Set  Limitation  of  Actions.  (48  If.  T.) 

.  The  statute  of  limitations  of  this  state 
IS  applicable  to  a  contract  made  in  a 
forei(fn  state.  {Murray  agt.  FitAer,  5 
Lansing  t  98.) 

3.  Where  the  maker  and  payee  of  a  note 
made  in  Pennsylvania  resided  there, 
but  afterward  removed  into  this  state 
and  the  former  returned  to  Pennsyl- 
Tauia  after  a  three  y  eai  v'resideuce  here; 


Beldf  that  the  statute  of  limitation 
ceaned  to  rno  with  the  maker's  return 
to  Pennsylvania,  and  that  this  was  so 
ndtwuhsianding  be  freqneniiy  came 
back  and  was  ot>enly  in  liiis  state,  with 
knowledge  of  tne  payee.    {Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  on  an  account  which  had 
accrued  in  1868  and  1869,  the  defendant 
claimed  to  olivet  an  account  against  the 
plaintiff  running  from  1855,  but  of 
which  the  last  item  accrued  in  1863  ; 
Beld,  there  was  a  mutual  running  ae- 
cuuni  between  the  parties,  and  that  the 
offset  WHS  not  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  {ilelms  agU  Oti$t  5  Lans- 
ing, 137.;  . 

5.  The  limitation  for  ten  years  prescribed 
for  commeucement  of  actions  by  sec- 
tion 17  of  the  Code,  applies  to  the  ae- 
tion  of  a  iudument  creditor  to  redeeok 


property  sohf  under  mortgage,  (TaLt, 
COTT,  J.,  dissenting.)  {Btibbsll  agt* 
Sibley,  5  Lansing,  51.) 

6.  It  seems  that  section  97  is  applicable 
to  all  purely  equitable  action,  except 
thf>se  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud* 
(Id,) 

7.  Prior  to  the  amendment  to  section  101 
of  the  Code  in  1870,  the  statute  limita- 
tion, in  canes  other  thHU  those  excepted 
bp  that  section,  began  to  run  against  a 
married  woman,  ctaitinuing  the  cover- 
ture, only  after  five  years.  {Dunham 
agt.  St^e,  5  Lansing,  451.) 

8.  And  if  she  died  before  the  expiration 
of  five  years,  her  representatives  had 
the  full  time  limited  by  statute,  in  which 
to  bring  an  action  upon  a  claim  which 
survived  to  them. 

See  Accumulation.    (5  Lansing.) 
Estoppel.    {Id.) 

STATUTES. 

1.  The  last  clause  of  section  1  of  the 
'*  Act  to  amend  the  Revised  Statute* 
in  respect  to  highways''  (Laws of  J86L 
chap.  311).  which  provides,  that  all 
highways  that  have  ceased  to  be  trav- 
eled or  used  as  such  for  six  years,  shall 
cease  to  be  highways  for  any  purpose, 
is  not  limited  by  the  second  section  or 
said  act  to  highways  *'1aid  out  and 
dedicated,"  but  applies  as  well  to  high- 
ways created  by  twenty  years'  user. 
Said  clause,  however,  is  not  retroactive 
in  its  effect,  but.  only  applies  to  such 
highways  as  have  ceased  to  be  trav> 
eled  or  used  for  six  years  after  tlie 
pHssage  of  the  art.  '  {Awulny  agt 
Binds,  4S  If.  T.,  ST.) 

3.  The  provisions  of  section  8  of  the  act 
in  relation  to  moneyed  curporatious  (I 
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R.  8  ,  p.  591),  which  proTide  that  no 
conveyuuce,  dtc,  of  the  real  estate 
Mid  elTecrs  of  ench  eorporation,  ex- 
ceeding $1,000  in  valde.  maW  be  made, 
nnanthorized  by  a  previoas  resolaiion 
of  ilie  boHiti  of  directors,  do  not  apply 
to  A  sale,  by  the  financial  officei-s  ot  a 
bank,  of  mortgagee  or  other  secariUes 
pledged  to  secure  a  loan,  made  to  real- 
ize the  money  secured  by  the  pledge. 
(Cow,  Bank  agt.  Ten  Eyck,  48  N,  K, 

OUd.  1 

3.  The  provisions  of  the  act  **  to  subject 
certain  debts  due  to  non-residents  to 
taxation"  (chap.  371  of  the  Laws  of 
1851),  providing  that  debts  due  from 

'  tlie  inhabitaiiu  of  this  state  to  non- 
residents for  the  pnrchabe  of  real 
estate  shall  be  assessed  in  the  naitoe  of 
the  creditor  and  taxed  in  the  town  or 
connty  where  the  debtor  resides,  is 
applicable  onljr  to  taxation  in  towns ; 
and  as  to  taxation  in  villages,  the  gen- 
eral law  auihorizing  assessments  to 
agents  (1  R.  S.,  chap.  13,  title  1,  $  5,  as 
amended  in  1851),  renmius  in  force. 
{People  ex  rel.  agt,  Trusteet  of  Ogdens- 
burgh,  48  y.  jr.,  390.) 

4.  Where  the  lands  are  taken  ander  a 
statute  authority  in  derogation  of  com- 
mon law  right,  every  requisite  of  the 
statute  having  a  semulance  of  benefit 
to  the  owner  must  be  complied  with. 
{NwfeUugL  WhmUr,  48  Jf.  F.,  486.) 

5.  An  assessment  apon  the  shares  of  a 
national  bank,  nnder  the  act  ot  1865 
($  10,  chap.  96,  Laws  of  1865),  is  in- 
valid and  cannot  be  enforced.  (I  irtt 
Nat.  Bank  of  Salem  agt.  Fancner*  48 
N,  r:,  524.) 

6.  The  control  conferred  apon  congress 
by  the  Const  it  ntiou  of  the  United 
States  (art.  1,  $  8),  over  the  state  mil- 
itia, begins  wiien  they  are  mustered 
into  the  service  of  the  United  States. 
Arran^^ements  by  the  states  to  procure 
or  aid  ni  calling  them  forth  are  not  nn- 
aothorized,  nor  are  regulations  fixing 
and  limiting  the  amount  of  boanties 
or  rewards  given  to  procnre  their 
services ;  therefore,  section  4  of  chap- 
ter 29  of  the  Laws  of  1865,  which  pro- 
h^its  the  payment  of  any  same  for  the 
procurement  of  volunteers,  save   as 

Srovided  for  by  that  act,  is  not  in  oon- 
ict  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  an  agreement  to 
pay  a  sum  prohibireu  bv  that  section 
fs  void.  iPowert  agt  Sfhepard,  48  If, 
r.,  540.) 

7.  Where  several  statutes  in  pmrt  materia 
are  passed  by  the  same  legidlaiure, 
thev  are  to  be*  taken  and  construed  to- 
getuer.    (Id.) 


See  Corporation.    (62  Barb) 
Frauds  Statitte  of.     (/rf.) 
Husband  and  Wifb.    (Id. ) 
Limitations,  Statute  OF.    {Id.) 
Parties.    (Id) 

Railroad  Cor^ration.    (Id.) 
Towns     {Jd.) 


STATUTHB  CONSTRUED. 


'm 


I.  Chapter  648  of  Laws  of  1866  does  not 
embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and 
that  is  expressed  in  its  tittle.  {Matter 
of  Rondout  4t  Oiwego  S.  B,  Co.  agt. 
Ji)et/Of  5  Laniin^j  298.) 


STEAMBOATS. 

1.  The  acts  of  congress  providing  for 
the  better  secnriiv  of  the  lives  of  nas- 
sengers  on  board  of  vessels  pi'opelled 
by  steam,  &.c  (act  of  July  7,  1838, 
amended  by  act  of  August  30, 1852), 
does  not  take  away  or  impair  the 
common  law  right  of  action  by  a  per- 
son injured,  wuile  a  passenger  upon 
such  a  vessel.  {SieartAout  agt.  If.  J", 
Steamboat  Co,,  48  N.  Y.,  209. 

STOCK. 
See  Principal  and  Aqsnt.  (62  Jloii.) 

STREA1L 
See  Grant.    (62  Bari,) 

SUCCESSORS  IN  OFFICE. 

1.  Where  a  highway  eommunoner  htm 
received  notice  of  the  unsafe  char- 
acter of  a  htidge  in  his  town,  a  year 
before  an  alleged  injury  has  oeen 
sustained  by  reason  of  its  defe<tts,  and 
has  negligently  omitted  to  caose  it  to 
be  repaired,  snoh  commissioner  is 
guilty  of  a  wrong  Tendering  him  liable 
lor  all  Its  consequences  to  fhose  who 
might  be  injured  by  iu  {Lament  agt. 
Haightj  ante,  1.) 

2.  It  is  the  commissioner's  wrong  ex- 
clusively, and  not  that  of  his  successor* 
in  odiee,  and  be  may  be  sned  for  it  a* 
a  mere   individual,  relying  upon  his 

,  official  obligation  to  establish  toe  duty 
he  has  violated.     {Id.) 

3.  Such  a  case  is,  therefore,  not  one 
where  the  action  could  be  continued 
agai^t  hit  succesior  in  office,    {Id.) 

4.  If  the  re<{nisite  notice  has  been  giver 
the  comiiiifisfoner,  and  he  has  fnnds,  od 
could  by  reasonable   officiaJ  diligeBca 
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have  procured  them,  or  wiihont  them 
could  have  caused  the  brid^re  to  ba 
repaired  on  the  credit  of  the  town,  ho 
is  bound  to  have  tiie  repairs  made, 
and  a  failure  to  do  bo,  resultinir  in 
an  injury  to  another,  will  render  him 
liable  to  an  action.     {Id.) 

5.  But  the  commiR«ioner  is  not  hound 
to  make  use  of  his  ow  A>er8onal  exer- 
tions to  repair  the  bril^e  liimself,  or 
so  far  guard  it  by  means  of  admoni- 
tions to  the  persons  usnig  it,  as  would 
inform  them  of  its  c<mdition  in  order 
To  protect  himself  against  liahilaity  for 
iuinries  which  might  be  oUierwise 
occasioned,    lid.) 

SUICIDE. 

1.  There  is  no  presumption  of  law  that 
H  person  who  commits  ttiicide  wot  \nr 
tane^  or  that  the  fact  of  suicide  is  pi-ima 
facie  evidence  of  insanity  (Freedman, 
J .  diMtentinff.  See  his  opinion.).  {Coffey 
Rgt.  TU  tioote  Life  In*.  Co.,  a»te,  481.  j 

2.  Aside  from  extrinsic  facts  and  circum- 
stances, the  law  presumes  that  ever^r 
■person  who  destroys  his  own  life,  is 
sane  up  to  the  verv  moment  when  he 
does  the  act  which  causes  his  death. 
It  cannot  therefore  be  properly  said 
that  the  commission  of  that  act,  not 
only  removes  the  presumption  of  saniry, 
but  establishes  a  legal  preftummion 
tliat  he  was  then  insane  {Per  Bas- 
BOUR,  Ch,  J),    {Id.) 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  BUFFALO. 

1.  The  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of 
Buffalo  nas  inrtsdiction  of  an  action 
against  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
ISrie  county,  where  the  summons  is 
served  upon  the  chairman  or  clerk  of 
the  board  in  that  citv.  {The  B.  A  8. 
L.  B.  B.  Co,  Hgt.  3upervi*m'8,  48  N. 
r.,  93.) 

SUPERVISORS. 

1.  A  party  has  no  right,  witnont  showing 
any  canse  except  his  own  will,  to  sul»- 
stitnte  one  attorney  for  another,  with- 
out the  paymeut  of  the  costs  earned. 
And  this  rule  applies  to  a  boai-d  of 
sn}}ervisors.  [Board  of  Supervisors^ 
agt.  Brodhead,  anU,  411.) 

2.  Where  a  board  of  supervisors,  by  their 
vote,  discharge  a  Arm  of  attorneys 
who  have  been  acting  in  iheir  employ 
(so  far  as  their  vote  can  discharge  Uiem) 
merely  because  the  su{)ervisoni  choose 
■a  U>'*do,  with  a  view  to  subatitnte 
another  attorney  for  the  board,  they 


must  pay  the  firm  of  attorneys  their 
reasonable  claims,  which  may  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  reference.  And  ihe  attor- 
neys are  not  bound  to  couseut  to  a  sob- 
stituiion  or  to  deliver  the  papers  upon 
which  they  have  a  lien,  niitil  the 
amount  of  their  just  demands  is  ascer- 
tained by  the  court  or  a  referee,  and 
paid  them.     {Id.} 

See  Mandamus.    (62  Barb.) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS 

1.  A  watch  is  property  liable  to  execu* 
lion.  {T/ie  Depoxit  KcU.  Bank  agt* 
WickJiamy  ante,  421.) 

2.  A  judgment  debtor  in  proceeding  sup- 
plementary to  execution,  while  the 
order  is  in  force,  has  no  right  to  violate 
it  by  transfer! ing  his  pro}>erty  to  em- 
ploy an  attorney  for  him  in  such  pro- 
ceedings. The  creditors  lien  is  prior  to 
the  attorneys.     {Id  ) 

3.  Sections  ^2  and  294  of  the  Code  fur- 
nish a  substitute  for  the  creditor's  bill, 
as  formerly  used.  The  service  of  the 
order,  under  those  sections,  takes  the 
place  of  the  cummencement  of  a  suit 
nuder  the  old  system,  and  gives  the 
judgment  creditor  the  priority  of  a 
vi^nlant  creditor,  and  a  lien  upon  the 
equitable  assets  of  the  debtor.  {Lynch 
agt.  Johnson^  48  N.  Y.) 

4.  A  final  order  of  a  judge,  in  proceed- 
inirs  under  section  294,  requiring  the 
debtor  of  a  defendant  to  pay  his  debt 
to  the  plaintiff,  renders  this  lien  eflTec- 
tual ;  and  payment,  or  Ihibility  to  pay, 
in  pursuauoe  of  such  order,  is  a  defense 
to  the  debtor  in  an  action  aj^inst  him 
by  bis  creditor,  or  bv  an  assignee  who 
is  not  shown  to  be  a  honafde  purchaser , 
for  value  of  the  claim,  prior  to  the  ac- 
cruing of  the  lien.    {Id.) 

5.  A  judgment  recovered  by  a  debtor 
against  his  creditor  for  aii  unlawful 
levy  upon  and  sale  of  exempt  property, 
cannot  be  reached  by  the  creditor 
through  proceeding  supplementary  to 
execution  Such  judgment  lepreeenrs 
the  property  for  the  value  of  which  it 
was  recovered.  The  proceeds  of  the 
judgment  will  be  protected  as  exempt 
property  until  sufficient  time  has 
elapred  to  afford  tlie  debtor  a  reason- 
able opportunity  to  again  purchase  the 
exempt  property.  {Tulotson  agt. 
Wolcott,  48  if.  Y.,  188.) 

SURETIES.  ' 

1.  Each  surety  on  a.  l»ond..^ given  by  a 
nou-resideui    plaintiff*    on  ^commenoa 
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ment  of  an  Rciion  innst  justify,  if 
excepted  to.  The  {nBTiKcation  of  one 
Buret  V  only  in  in  snfficient.  {Lakt  agt. 
Arnold^  ante,  33*2.) 

2.  Where  an  administrator's  bond  is  as- 
si^oied  by  the  snrroKHte  for  the  pnrpose 
of  being  prosecuted  ander  the  act  of 
1837,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  assigjiee  as  the  real  party 
in  interest,  ander  $  111  of  the  Code,  if 
sued  in  the  nHme  of  xhe  people,  as  the 
nominal  obligees,  the  Code,  nuder  ^ 
1 13,  Allows  the  action  to  be  brought  in 
that  form.      (Cr idler  agu  Curry ^  ante^ 

<iHO./ 

3.  Before  the  Code,  joint  and  several 
ohligurs  must  have  been  sned  either 
all  juiutty,  or  each  one  severally. 
But  under  $  1:20  of  the  Code,  all  or  any 
of  the  obligors  be  included  in  the  same 
action.    {Id.) 

4.  Therefore,  where  the  plaintiflT  sned 
only  two  of  the  four  sureties  to  the 
administrators'  bond,  held  that  the 
action  was  authorised  by  §  1^  of  the 
Code. 

SURROGATE. 
See  Appeal.    (65  Barb.) 

£XRCUTOR8  AMD  ADMIVISTRATORB. 

{Id.) 

1.  A  surrogate's  power  to  enforce  "all 
lawful  orders,  processes,  &c.,  by  at- 
tachment against  the  person  (2  R.  S., 
221,  A  6,  snb.  4)^  does  not  aothorize  him 
to  inflict  a  fine  and  then  commit  upon 
the  fine.  {Matter  of  Abram  E.  Wat- 
sot^  5  I^ansingj  466.) 

2.  The  precept  '*  used  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  analogous  calces"  (id.), 
was  the  ordinary  execution  against  the 
bodv  in  the  nature  of  vl  capias  ad  satis- 
factendHm.     {Id ) 

3.  It  seems  that  imprisonment  by  fine 
being  the  most  punitive  in  its  cliarac- 
ter,  was  purponelv  avoided  by  section 
b,  sub.  4,  2  R.  S.,*220.    {Id.} 

4.  It  seems  the  practice  of  filing  written 
interrogatories  and  giving  the  party  an 
opportunity  of  answering  them  in  pro- 
ceedings for  eoromiirment  is  demanded 
only  in  cases  where  pnhishment  can 
be  inflicted  by  fiivs.    {Id.) 

£^  Gift.    {bZansing.) 

T. 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

I.  It  has  been  settled  by  authority  that 
an  action  in  eqnity  may  be  maintained 


to  prevent  a  cloud  to  be  cast  upon  real 
estate,  as  well  as  to  remove  a  cloud 
already  created.  [Mann  agt.  Cily  of 
Uticoy  antCf  334.) 

2.  Consequently  an  action  to  restrain  a 
city  from  proceeding  to  sell  real  estate 
under  a  prior  assessment,  which  is 
claimed  to  be  irregular  under  the  city 
charter,  is  properly  brought  by  the 
owner  of  tbtf  property.    {Id.) 

Meld,  that  the  clear  purport  and  intent 
of  the  act  was  to  validate  and  make 
good  the  assessment,  and  charge  the 
assessment  u)K>n  the  lands  of  the  plain* 
tiffs  as  well  as  the  other  owners  of 
pro{>erty  benefited.    {Id.) 

3.  The  act  referred  to  is  entitled  as  fol- 
lows: '*  An  act  to  confirm  an  assess- 
ment  for  the  expense  of  paving  Broad 
street,  in  the  citv  of  Utica,"  passed 

May  16,  1872.  l!his  act  is  not  uncon^ 
stitutional  and  void.  Because,  Ist.  It 
is,  as  alleged,  contrary  to  section  1  of 
art.  1  of  the  constitution.  2d.  Because, 
as  alleged,  it  is  contrary  to  section  6 
of  art.  1.     {Id.) 

4.  Neither  is  the  act  void,  because,  as 
alleged,  it  is  a  private  and  not  a  public 
act,  and  embraced  more  than  one  sab- 
ject.    {Id) 

5.  Nor  is  the  act  invalid,  because,  as 
alleged,  it  is  retroactive^  or  an  ex  post 
facto  law.     {Id.) 

6.  The  plaintiffs  having  established,  by 
the  admissions  of  the  pleadings  an^ 
proofs,  that  when  the  action  was  com- 
menced they  yvere  entitled  to  some 
relief  from  the  court,  the  complaint 
ordered  dismissed  with  taxable  costs 
of  the  plaintiffs,  reoovable  of  the 
defendants.    {Id.) 

7.  A  tax  assessed  for  the  expense  of  re> 
pairs  and  additions  to  a  diKtrict  school- 
uouse  is  valid,  althongh  the  resolution 
of  the  district  school  meeting,  which 
voted  the  repairs,  4tc.. failed  to  specify 
the  amount  to  be  raised  for  the  pur- 
pose. {Hamlin  agt.  Dingvnan^  5  Lans- 
«V,  61) 

See  Pdbuc  Officer.    (5  Lansing ) 
TELEGRAPH  COMPANIES. 

1.  Although  telegraph  companies,  organ- 
ized under  the  general  laws  of  this 
state  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof 
(chapter  265,  Laws  of  1848;  chapter 
599,  Lawsof  1855,  dtc.),  may  be  termed 
common  carriers  in  the  sense  that  they 
are  engaged  in  a  pnblio  employment 
and  bound  to  transmit  all  mesa-tges, 
the  common  law  liability  of  common 


/ 


622 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


DigMt 


carriers  does  not  attach  to  them.  Tliey 
do  Dot  insure  the  SMfe  and  acenrate 
transmission  of  messan^.^  They  are 
bound  lo  transmit  them  with  care  and 
diligence  adequate  to  the  business 
which  thev  nudert«ke.  {Breete  agt. 
17.  S.  TtL  Co.,  48  N,  T.,  132.) 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

I.  One  H.  worked  plaintilTs  farm  under 
a  contract,  in  and  by  which  plaintiff 
agreed  to  let  the  farm  to  H.  to  work 
on  shares  upon  certain  eondiiions, 
among  others  that  plaintiff  was  to  ac- 
count and  pay  to  H.,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  and  for  his  perform- 
ance, tne  Talne  of  one  half  of  all  the 
grain,  d&c,  produced  from  the  tarm  i 

Eetdy  that  the  parties  were  not  tenants 
in  common  ot  the  crops,  but  that  plain- 
tiff bad  exclusive  title  thereto.  {Tan- 
ner agt.  Hillt,  48  N.  T.y  662.) 

8m  Partition.    (48  N.  T.) 

Pikeni^u  WalUr(Mem.),    {Id.) 

TENDER. 

1.  Where  on  sale  by  execution  from  the 
Marine  Court  of  New  York  city  ti»e 
judgment  debtor  tendered  the  amount 
of  ttie  judgment  and  sufficient  to  cover 
sheriff^s  fees,  but  the  sheriff  claiming 
the  tender  to  be  insufficient  concluded 
the  sale;  Btld.  that  the  tender  was 
wima  facie  sufficient,  and  that  the 
plaintitl*  in  the  execution,  who  was 
present  bidding  at  the  sale,  and  did  not 
prohibit  it,  was  liable  for  conversion 
ef  the  property  sold.  {Tiffany  agt. 
St.  John,  5  Lansing,  153.) 

TESTIMONY. 

See  Appraisal  of  Property  taken 
FOR  Kailkoad  Purposes.  (5 
Lansinff,) 

TITLE. 

1.  One  who  furnishes  the  credit,  and 
in  whose  name  a  business  is  carried 
on,  is  the  legal  owner  of  the  property 
purchased  upon  his  credit  and  em- 
ployed in  the  business,  although  the 
beneficial  interest  in  the  business  is  in 
another.    {Smith  agt.  Van  Olinda,  48 

y.  r.,  169.) 

5J.  A  perton  upon  whose  lands  a  tree 
wholly  stands  is  the  owner  of  the 
whole  thereof,  and  is  entitled  to  all  its 
fruit,  notwithstanding  some  of  its 
branches  overhang  tne  lauds  of  an- 


other. (Hoffman  agt  Armtronf,  48  if. 
r.,  201.) 

3.  When  one  purchases  land,  and  at  hit. 
reonest  the  same  is  deeded  to  another, 
altnough  the  purchaser  receives  and 
retains  the  deed,  without  disclosing 
the  existence  thereof  to  the  grantee, 
and  takes  and  retains  possession  of 
the  land,  vet  by  the  deed  the  title 
passes  ana  becomee  vested  in  the 
grantee,  and  under  the  prohibitions  of 
the  statute  of  uses  and  trusts  (I  R.  S., 
728,  $  51)  no  trust  results  in  favor  of 
the  purchaser.  {SvereU  agt."  Everett, 
48  N.  Y,,  218.) 

TITLE  TO  CHATTELS. 

1.  Where  attorney s-at-law  received  notes 
and  a  mortgage  of  real  estate  from 
parties  who  had  taken  them  as  security 
for  the  loan  of  moneys  realised  upon 
sale  of  bonds  which  they  had  stolen, 
and  so  received  them  as  indemnity  for 
legal  services  in  defending  the  as- 
signees in  civil  and  criminal  proceed- 
ings growing  out  of  the  larceny ;  Eehi, 
that  5iey  were  liable  lo  the  owjiers  of 
the  bonds  for  the  proceeds  of  the  se- 
curities received,  beyond  the  valueof 
services  rendered  previously  to  notice 
of  the  fact  that  notes  and  mortgages 
represented  moneys  realized  from  the 
stolen  bonds.  (I^ewton  agt.  Porter,  5 
Lansing,  416.) 

Ste  Sale  of  Chattels.    (5  Lansing.) 

TOLLS. 

1.  One  who  passes  a  turnpike  or  plank- 
road  gate,  without  pajring  the  toll,  is 
liable  for  the  penalty  imposed  by  the 
statute ;  as  his  intention  not  to  pay  it 
is  sufficiently  indicated  by  the  act 
itself.  {Borne  and  Osw^  Boad  Com- 
pany  agt.  SU>ne,  62  Barb.,  601.) 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  penalties.  It  is 
erroneous  for  the  judge  to  charge  the 
jury  that  when  a  credit  has  been  given 
for  tolls,  and  discontinued,  and  the 
passenger ,  being  responsible  and  well 
known,  tells  the  gate-keeper  to  charge 
the  toll,  if  the  company,  thereafter, 
allows  him  to  pass,  the  question  wiU 
be  whether  the  passenger  intended  to 
avoid  payment,  or  merely  to  obtain, 
thereby,  a  credit;  and  that  if  the  jury 
are  satisfied  that  the  defendant  only 
intended  to  obtain  a  credit,  he  Will 
not  be  liable  in  the  action.    {Id.) 

3.  A  plank-road  or  turnpike  company 
has  two  modes  of  enforcing  the  pay 
ment  of  toll  by  those  passing  its  gatea. 
One  is  by  dosing  the  gates,  and  pre- 
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▼entinff  the  traTeller  from  getting 
through  aiiril  he  pnys;  the  other  by 
saiu^  for  tlie  penalty  those  persons 
passnig  and  not  paying  after  demand 
«f  the  toll.    (Id.) 

4.  A  passenger  cannot,  becaoee  he  is  re- 
sponsible and  well  known,  oompel  a 
plaiilc-road  company  to  give  hiui  a 
term  of  credit  on  t«»Ils,  contrary  to  a 
resolation  of  the  directors.    (Yd.) 

See  Mandamus.    (62  Baro.) 

•  TOWN  BONDS. 

1.  An  injunetion  pendente  lite  will  issne 
to  restrain  town  ottioers  from  the  i«sniug 
of  bonds  of  the  town  for  railroad 
purposes  where  it  is  alleged  that  the 
town  had  no  authority  to  create  such 
bonds  by.rearon  of  a  defect  in  the 
petition  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  town. 
The  county  clerk's  certificate  is  not 
t^nclusive  evidence  of  such  authority. 
{Totcn  of  Rochester  agt.  Davis,  ante, 
do.) 

TRADE  MARKS. 

1.  A  mAnufactnrer  has  the  right  to  dis- 
tinguidb  the  goods  manufactured  by 
him  by  any  peculiar  mark  or  device  he 
may  select  and  adapt,  by  which  they 
may  be  kuown  as  hi^  in  the  market'; 
ana  he  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  a 
court  of  equity,  iu  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  peculiar  marks  or  symbols  appro- 
priated by  hiro,  designating  or  inoica- 
ting  the  true  origin  or  ownership  of  the 
article  to  which  they  are  affixed. 
(GiUotl  agt  £sierbrook,  48  N.  JT.,  374.) 

TREES.' 

t.  A  person  npon  whose  lands  a  tree 
wholly  Btanas  is  the  owner  of  the 
whole  thereof,  and  is  entitled  to  all 
its  frnit,  notwithstanding  some  of  its 
branches  overbang  the  lands  of  an- 
other. IBoffmaa  agk  Armstrong,  48 
If.  r.,  301.) 

TRESPASS. 

1.  The  owner  of  ^e  soil  in  flat  lands  ad- 
Joining  the  shore  of  a  navigable 
stream,  over  which  the  tide  ebbs  and 
flows,  may  maintain  an  action  ot  tres- 
pass against  one  who,  without  his  con- 
«ent,  enters  'npon  and  nses  the  same 
for  nshing  purposes,  driving  stakes 
therein,  and  mooring  his  boats  there, 
and  occupying  the  soil  in  drawing  in 
seines  and  nets,  so  as  to  interfere  with 
the  riifhts  of  the  plaiiitiif  therein. 
{Whittuler  agt.  Burhans,  62  Barb, 
237.) 

See  ly JUNCTION.    (62  Barb,\ 


TRIAL. 

1.  In  an  action  on  contract,  and  a  general 
denial,  at  the  close  of  the  lesiiniony  on 
both  sides,  at  the  trial,  the  case 
presents  a  clear  conflict  as  to  the  real 
agreement  between  the  parties,  and 
the  defendant  concedes  snob  fact  by 
omitting  to  move  for  the  direction  of  a 
verdict^  and  by  iroiiig  to  the  iury  with- 
out objection,  ne  is  too  late,  arew 
verdict  rendered  against  him,  to  ar  toa 
that  the  case  presented  no  evidencftge 
be  submitted  to  the  jury,  or,  at  leest. 
presented  such  a  prepondernuce  of 
evidence  in  his  favor  as  to  make  it  the 
dutv  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  hou 
to  iiiid.  {8t,  John  agt.  Siinuer,  ante, 
198.) 

2.  Where  exceptions  taken  to  the  admis- 
sion of  testimony  on  the  trial  and  to  the 
judge's  chaise,  are  irrelevant,  under 
the  issnes,  and  outside  of  the  issues 
the^  could  only  become  material-  by 
their  tendency  to  establish,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts  to  be  introduced, 
the  existence  ol  a  special  agreement 
in  avoidance  or  as  a  defense  to  the 
claim  testified  to  by  the  plaintifT,  it 
coiisiitutes  new  matter,  ana  not  being 
vpf cially  pleaded,  is  properly  excluded. 
{Id) 

3.  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
judges  minutes^  no  costs  as  for  a  motion 
can  be  allowed.  The  prevailing  party 
is  entitled  only  to  a  trial  fn  for  the 
trial  of  an  issue  of  tact.  {MulUr  agt. 
Biggins,  ante,  224.) 

4.  A  trial  fee  of  $30  is  taxable  on  the 
first  and  second  trials  each,  where  the 
jury  disagj'eed  on  the  first  trial,  but 
found  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  the 
second.    {Spi-ing  agt  Day,  ante,  390). 

5.  A  charge  of  $15  for  services  after 
notice  and  before  trial,  not  exceeding 
five  term  fees,  is  a^  taxable  for  each 
trial.    {Id.) 

6.  Also  a  fee  of  $10  is  properly  allowed 
where  more  than  two  davs  were  oc- 
cupied at  each  trial,  for  such  trials. 
ill) 

7.  A  charge  for  stenographer's  fees  for 
copy  minutes  of  the  fii-st  iiial  is  not  al- 
lowable.   (Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  for  conversion  of  personal 
property,  defendants  justified  under  a 
judgment  and  execution  against  a  thinl 
]>«r8on  who  carried  on  business  in 
plaintifl's  name,  as  her  agent,  and  with 
materials  and  labor  purchased  and  pro- 
cured npon  her  credit  The  propertr 
levied  upon  was  thus  manuiactore<L 
Upon  the  trial  defendants  offered  to 
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prove  that  plaintiff  allowed  the  execn- 
tion  debtor  to  ase  her  name  and  credit 
to  carry  on  business  for  hit  sole  bene- 
^t.  The  conrt  excluded  the  evidence. 
The  conrt  also  refused  to  submit  to 
the  jury  the  question  whether  such  an 
arrangement  was  iraadolent  and  void 
as  to  creditors : 

Stld^  no  error ;  that  no  fraud  could  be 
deduced  therefrom.  {Smith,  agt.  Van 
OliMda,  48  N,  ¥.,  169.) 

9.  The  personal  representatives  of  a  de- 
ceased vendor  are  necessary  parlies  to 
an  action  to  compel  a  specific  perform* 

(  anoe  of  his  contract  ot  sale.  Where, 
however,  the  heir  alone  is  made  de- 
fendant, and  the  defect  alone  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  if  no 
demnrrer  is  interposed  the  defect  is  to 
be  deemed  waived,  and  his  right  to 
oliject  is  at  an  eiiU.  {pQtier  agt.  JEUice. 
48  N.  r.,  321.) 


TROVER, 
fifee  Trial.    {4S  N.  Y) 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  C,  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment  asraiusi 
defendant  to  recover  possession  of  the 
premises  deeded  to  him  in  trust.  lu 
the  deed  it  was  provided  that  the 
trustee  might  release  or  sell  the  trust 
estate  only  under  the  control  and  direc- 
tiou  of  the  Supreme  Court.  For  the 
purpose  of  discontinuing  tliat  action, 
C.  executed  a  stipulation,  under  seal, 
containiug  this  clause :  *'  In  consider- 
ation ef  the  consent  of  defendant  that 
this  suit  be  discontinued,  1  hereby  re- 
lease him  from  all  claims  and  demands 
of  every  description  relating  to  tlie 
property."  Upon  this  stipulation  the 
court  granted  an  order  dismissing  the 
complaint.  C.  having  died,  plaintiff 
was  appointed  trustee  and  Drought 
eieetmeut.  Defendant  offered  the 
stipulation  in  evidence,  which  was 
objected  to  and  objection   sustained. 

ffeldf  no  error.  The  stipulation  could 
not  operate  as  a  release  or  conveyance, 
as  then  it  would  be  a  conveyance  in 
violation  of  the  trusts,  and  tfie  grant* 

;  ing  (he  order  thereon  was  not  a  direc- 
tion or  sanction  to  such  release  or 
sale.  ^FitzgercUd  agt  ToppiTig,  48  N» 

2.  Trustees,  in  whom  is  the  title  to  a 
trust   fund,    aro   the    proper    parties 

,J  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  maintain  and 
*  defend  the  fund  against  wrongful 
I    attack  or  injury,  tending  to  impair  its 


safety  or  amount  Neither  the  cestuir 
que  trust  nor  beneficiaries  can  maintain 
an  action  against  a  third  person,  ex- 
cept in  case  the  trustees  refuse  to  per> 
form  their  duty,  aud  then  the  trustees- 
should    be    made    parties    defendant. 

W.  B.  B.  Co.  agt  Nolan,  48  iT.  r.„ 

13.) 


i 


3.  Where  a  certain  sum  is  bequeathed 
to  executors  in  trust  to  pay  the  interest 
thereof  at  a  fixed  and  stated  rate  to- 
one,  and  upon-  his  d(  ath  to  divide  the* 
principal  among  others,  the  executors- 
cannot,  without  the  consent  of  the  ce»- 
tuit  qrue  ti-ust,  or,  in  case  they  are  in- 
fants without  an  order  of  the  conrtr 
set  apart  and  appropriate  bank  stocks- 
10  the  satisfaction  of  the  trust,  and  re- 
lease the  residue  of  the  estate  from, 
its  liability  to  perform  the  trust 
{Leitch  agt  WelU,  48  aV;  r.,  585.) 

See  ASSIONMEKTS  FOR  THE  BENEFIT  OF" 
CKED1TOR9.     (48  iV:  Y.) 

4.  A  purchase  of  land  in  1868,  made  for 
ana  with  the  money  of  three  persons^ 
in  the  name  of  one  of  their  number, 
created  a  resulting  tmst  in  the  latter  in 
favor  of  tlie  other  two  to  the  extent  or 
their  contributions.  {Tr%steet  of  Union- 
ColUge  agt  Wheeler,  5  Lauting,  l60.) 

5.  Contracts  of  sale  and  conveyanses  by 
such  grantee  would  bind  the  remainini^ 
owners  as  the  acts  of  their  agent. 
ild.) 

6.  But  contracts  of  sale  made  by  the- 
truetee  under  which  no  sufficient  pos- 
session has  been  taken  by  the  vendee, 
will  be  postponed    to   a   sul>seqnent 
mortgage  of  the  premises  in  the  haud»^ 
of  a  bona  fide  assignee.    {Id.) 

7.  And  this  is  so,  even  although  the  as- 
signor ot  the  mortgage  was  cliarge- 
able  with  knowledge  of  the  rights  and 
equities  of  the  vendee  under  the  cou> 
tracts.    {Id.) 

See  AccmnxTLATiov.    (5  Lansvng.) 
Device.    \Id) 

Railroad  Municipal  Bonds. 
Title  to  Chai^els.    {Id.) 


(Ai> 


TURNPIKE  COMPANIES. 

Set  Tolls.    (63  Barb.) 

u. 

UNDERTAKING. 

1.  Op  an  appeal  fram  a  judgment  entered 
by  the  direction  of  a  single  judge  to- 
the  general  term  of  the  same  court  so> 
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■ecarity  it  reqnired,  bnt  if  a  stay  of 
proceedings  is  desired,  an  nndertaking 
must  be  iriven,  the  same  as  reqaired 
on  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeali. 
{RUier  agu  Krekeler^  ante^  445.) 

2.  Where  an  undertaking  is  filed  at  the 
time  of  the  service  of  a  notice  of  ap- 
peal  for  the  purposes  of  a  stay,  which 
undertaking  is  disapproved,  the  appel- 
lant shoula  move  lor  leave  to  file  and 
serve  a  new  undertaking  nunc  yro  tunc 
as  of  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of 
appeal.    {Id.) 

3  The  nndertakihg  given  by  the  plain- 
tift,  npon  the  commenceiDent  of  an 
action  in  a  justice's  court,  fur  the  re- 
covery of  the  possession  of  personal 
property,  conditioned  "for  the  pros- 
ecuuou  of  said  action,  and  the  return 
of  said  property  to  the  defendant,  if 
return  thereof  be  adjudged,  and  for 
the  payment  to  the  defendant  of  such 
sum  as  may,  for  any  cause,  be  re- 
covered against  said  plaintiff,"  extends 
to.  all  proceedings  and  adjudicationi*, 
in'  the  tame  action,  through  every 
court  to  which  it  may  be  carried  by 
appeal,  in  cate  the  party  giving  the 
undertakinjc  is  finally  defeated ;  and  an 
action  will  lie  thereon,  after  final  judg- 
ment in  the  Supreme  Court  affirming  a 
judgment  against  the  plaint  iff,  re- 
covered in  the  jntiioe's  court.  iLeUon 
agt.  Dodffe,  Hi  Barb.,  125  ) 

4.  And  in  an  action  brouglit  upon  such 
nndertakinff,  it  is  erroneous  to  nonsuit 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  an 
execution  has  not  been  regularly 
issued  and  returned  unsatisfied  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  Kevited 
Statutes  relative  Ut  actions  of  repievin. 
(2  B.  A  533.  6&  64,  65.  3  Id.  848,  5lh 
td,)    {Id.) 

9.  No  consideration  is  necessary,  to  up- 
hold an  undertaking  given  upon  a  re- 
lease of  an  artHchnif  nt.  {BUatrtee  agt. 
Aden,  62  Barh^  175.) 

6.  The  releate  of  the  property  levied  on 
is  a  sufficient  cousiaeration,  if  any  is 
necessary ;  but  where  an  attachment 
is  issued,  and  an  undertaking  is  given 
to  discharge  it,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  no  consideration  is  neces* 
sary  either  to  be  inserted  therein,  or  to 
be  proven  on  the  trial.    (Id.) 

7.  For  a  statutory  undertakinir  no  con- 
sideration is  necessary.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  affidavit,  on  which  an  at- 
tachment is  isKued,  is  sufficient  to  call 
upon  the  officer  to  whom  it  is  pre- 
sented, to  exercise  hia  judgment  in 
granting  it,  and  the  suln^eqnent  pro 
ceedingt  to  set  it  aside  do  not  raise 


the  jurisdictional  question,  the  bond  or 
undertaking  given  remains  valid,  al- 
though  the  attachment  is  set  aside  ^ 
unless  the  court  expressly  orders  th» 
undertaking,  also,  to  be  canceled* 
{Id,) 

9.  The  party  giving  an  undertaking  can- 
not set  up  as  matter  of  defense  to  an 
action  upon  the  same,  that  the  grounds 
on  which  the  attachment  was  issued 
were  not  true.  The  giving  of  the  un- 
dertaking concluaes  the  parties,  ou 
that  point.    {Id.) 

UNnC^D  STATES  COURTS. 

Set  Ships  akd  Shipping.    (61  Barb.) 

USURY. 

Set  ifORTGAGE.    (62  Barb,) 

V. 

VARIANCE. 

1.  After  jud^ent,  a  variance  between 
the  complaint  and  the  proof  is  immate- 
rial. The  court  may,  on  appeal,  order 
an  amendment,  so  as  to  conform  the 
allfffations  of  the  complaint  to  the 
evidence.  {Smith  agt.  Holland,  61 
Barb,,  333.) 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 


Set  Action.    (61  Barb.) 
Agreement.    {Id.) 
Warranty.    (Id) 
Ships  and  Shipping. 


{Id.) 


1.  When  a  vendor,  in  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  covenants  that  he  will 
execute  and  deliver  to  the  vendee,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance in  fu  timpUf  wtth  a  cotfena'nt 
againtt  ku  own  acts,  and  the  premises 
are  incuml>ered,  at  the  time,  by  taxes 
assessed  thereon  and  for  some  part  of 
which  a  sale  of  the  premises,  for  a 
term  of  years,  has  actually  beei  had, 
the  purchaser  is  justified  in  refusing 
to  accept  a  deed  and  pay  the  pnrehas^ 
money,  although  a  oeed  be  tendered 
which  IS,  in  form,  a  compliance  with 
the  contract.  {PtnJUld  agu  Clark,  &t 
Barb.,  584.) 

3  When  a  oontract  calls  Ibr  a  deed  eon- 
veywg  a  fee  simple,  it  is  not  satitfie<fi 
by  ffiving  a  deed  which  conveys  a  £»# 
incumbered  by  liens     (Id.) 

3.  In  every  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
vendor  has  a  good  title ;  linleM  the 
worianty  is  exprutly  excluded  bjf  tMm 
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terms  of  the  contract.  The  provision 
lor  a  covenant  in  the  deed  against  the 
vendor's  own  acts,  is  not  an  express 
exclnsion  of  the  implied  covenant,  and 
ia  not  in  any  manner  iucousisteut  with 
it.    {Id.) 

A.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of 
goods  sold  and  delivei'ed  on  credit, 
there  whs  no  evidence  to  show  any 
agreement  about  the  delivery  of  the 
property  by  the  vendors  to*  the  pur- 
chaser, or  as  to  the  manner  in  which, 
or  the  lime  when,  ir.  was  to  be  made ; 
or  thnr.  the  purchaser  ever  received 
the  ffoods;  or  that  he  knew  that 
they  nad  been,  or  were  to  be,  deliv- 
ered to  a  railroad  company  for  him. 
Heldy  that  in  the  absence  of  some  or- 
der, or  agreement,  on  the  part  of  the 
purchaser  to  have  the  propeity  sent 
to  him  by  railroad,  or  of  some  evi* 
deiyoe  in  regard  Xjo  nmige,  or  the  course 
of  trade,  from  which  an  agreement  to 
have  it  so  sent  might  be  inferred,  a 
delivery  to  the  railroad  company  was 
no  delivery  to  the  purchaser.  {Ever' 
elt  agt.  Parks,  G2  JBarb.,  9.) 

5.  Beld^  alsOf  that  without  some  such 
evidence,  a  receipt  for  the  property, 
given  by  the  agent  of  the  railroad 
company  to  the  vendors,  was  no  evi- 
dence against  the  purchaser  that  the 
property  had  been  received  by  the 
company  on  his  account    (Id.) 

6.  That  before  such  a  receipt  could  be 
made  evidence  to  charge  the  purchaser, 
it  was  necessary  for  the  vendors  to 
show  that  they  were  authorized  by 
the  purchaser  to  send  the  property  to 
him  by  that  railroad  company.     {Id.) 

7.  Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear 
on  the  trial  of  such  an  action,  it  is  in- 
cumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  not  only  to 
prove  a  delivery  of  the  property  to 
the  defendant  personally,  or  to  some 
person  designated  by  him  to  receive 
It,  but  to  prove  it  by  competent  and 
proi#r  evidence;  and  if  they  fail  in 
either  respect,  the  defendant  may  take 
advantage  of  the  error,  on  appeal. 
{Id.) 

8.  Upon  the  sale  of  a  horse  to  the  plain- 
tin,  by  the  defendant,  the  horse  was 
represented  and  warranted  by  the  lat- 
ter to  be  sound,  at  that  time,  although 
the  fact  was  disclosed  that  there  had 
bad  been  a  previous  unsoundness.  In 
an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 
fraudulent  wnrranty,  the  referee  found 
that  the  horse  appeared  sound  at  the 
time  of  the  mie,  but  that  he  was  in 


developed,  and  was  exhibited  by  occa* 
sional  lameness,  so  as  seriouslv  to  im- 
pair the  value  of  the  horse.  J^eld  that 
if  the  defendant  told  the  plaintitf  the 
whole  truth,  in  reuard  to  the  eondi- 
lion  of  the  horse,  he  was  not  liable 
ior  fraud  on  the  sale,  {Howell  agt. 
BiddUami,  6i  Barb.,  431.) 

9.  If  a  setter  knows  of  a  defect  in  bis 
goods  which  the  buyer  does  not  know, 
and  if  he  had  known,  would  not  have 
bought  the  goods,  and  the  seller  is 
merely  silent,  his  silence,  although  a 
moral,  is  not  a  legal  fraud.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  vendors  refuse  to  deliver  to 
■  the  purchasers  the  property  sold,  and 

sell  the  same  to  other  persons,  this  ren- 
ders it  Uduecessary  for  the  purobasers 
to  offer  to  pay  the  unpaid  portion  of 
the  purchase  price,  before  suing  for 
damages.  {Hawlty  agt  Keeler,  (62 
Barb.,  231.) 

11.  Although  .  the  rule  is  well  settled 
that  a  purchaser  of  pergonal  property 
raiii;ot  defeat  a  recovery  for  the  price 
by  showing  that  the  profierty  is  owned 
by  another,  unless  he  has  been  ousted, 
or  there  has  been  a  recovery  by  the 
true  ownei* ;  vet  there  is  this  import- 
ant qualification  to  the  rule— that  if 
the  seller  ha*  been  guilty  of  fraud  or 
deceit,  in  the  sale,  proof' of  the  fraud 
will  defeat  an  action  for  the  price,  al- 
though there  has  been  no  ouster,  nor 
recovery  had  l>v  the  true  owner. 
{Sweetman,  agt  Prince, 62  Barb.,  256) 

12.  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  sale  of 
chattels  is  not  complete,  so  as  to  vest 
title  to  the  property  purchased  in  the 
vendee,  until  delivery  by  the  vendor. 
It  is  also  a  rule  equally  general  that 
title  does  dot  pass  while  anything  re- 
mains to  be  done  b^  the  vendor  in  or- 
der to  ascertain  either  the  quantity 
or  price  of  the  thing  Agreed  to  be 
sold.  {BalUrliiu  agt.  lOce,  62  Barb., 
593.) 

13.  These  rules  apply  not  only  to  prop- 
erty in  esse,  but  also  t/)  that  which  is 
thereafter  to  be  manufactured.     (Id.) 

14.  In  the  case  of  a  contract  to  manu- 
facture goods  and  tben  sell  them,  it  is 
a  general  rule  that  no  property  in  tim 
material  passes  to  the  purchaser  until 
the  article  has  been  finished  and  de- 
livered, or  is  ready  for  delivery,  and 
appropriated  to  the  benefit  of,  or  set 
apart  for,  the  purchaser,  with  his  as- 
sent, and  accepted  by  him.    {Id.) 


fact  unsonnd.  at  that  time,  and  the  un- 
soundness   afiervvards    became    more  |         Criminal  Law.    (62  Barb.) 
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Di^st 


VERDICT. 

.  Where  the  amonnt  of  a  rerdict  is  de« 
tertnined  by  mere  (H>iijecture.  aud  is 
not  based  upon  any  calcoiafion  war- 
ranted by  the  testimony,  it  will  be  set 
aside,  as  nnsiipported  liv  snfficient  evi- 
dence. {Bander  atft.  ljcuhet\  5  LanS' 
ing,  336.) 


w. 

WAGER. 

1.  In  an  action  ajrainst  a  stnlcehulder  to 
recover  money  de)H)sited  with  hira  as  a 
bet  or  wa^er  apon  the  reenit  of  a  horse 
race,  it  mnst  appear  that  there  were 
two  or  more  contracting  parties  haviii]^ 
matniri  or  reciprocal  rights  to  the  money 
or  thiiiflr^  wagered.  {Jordan  airt.  Kent. 
anUf  206.) 

S.  The  plaintifT  in  this  case  pat  into  the 
defenaant's  hands,  who  was  secretary 
of  a  driving  association.  $60,  as  an 
entrance  fee,  to  entitle  him  to  trot  his 
horse  over  the  race  coarse  in  competi- 
tion with  other  horses  for  two  purses 
of  $300  each.  The  plaintiff  trotted  one 
of  said  races,  and  was  beaten,  and  the 
other  race  was  withdrawn  on  account 
of  bad  weather,  and  the  association 

'  tendered  the  plaintiff  $30,  which  he 
refused  to  receive.    [Id,) 

3.  In  an  action  s^ainst  the  defendant  to 
recover  the  $60  thus  deposited,  held^ 
that  there  was  not  any  such  contract 
of  wairer  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  as  could  sosiaiu  the  action. 
{Id,) 


WAIVER. 

1.  Where  a  judgment  is  entered  against 
a  defendant,  on  contract,  by  default, 
and  the  defendant  is  afterwards  seve 

'  ral  times  examined  in  supplementary 
^vrooeedings  thereunder,  without  objec- 
tion to  the  regularity  of  the  judgment, 
he  cannot  on  motion,  mttde  some 
twenty  years  afterwards,  have  the 
jndgroeni  set  aside  on  *he  ground  that 
he  was  an  infanl  when  the  judgment 
was  entered  aud  that  no  guardian  ad 
litem  had  been  appointed  for  him  in  the 
action.  His  delay  waived  the  irreg- 
uJMrity  in  the  entry  of  the  iudgmeut. 
{Howard  agt.  Dtuenhury,  anU,  423.) 

il.  The  mere  occupation  of  a  building,  by 
the  owner,  is  not  a  waiver  of  strict 
performance  by  tlie  builder.  The 
question  of  wai*-er  is  one  of  intention, 


depending  on  the  circumstances.  {Wells 
agt.  Selwood,  61  Barb  ,  238.) 

3.  Where  an  action  is  commenced  to 
coinpel  the  determination  of  conflicting 
claims  to  real  property,  a  defendant, 
by  appeariug  and  taking  part  in  the 
proceedings  to  judgment  without  ob- 
jection will  be  held  to  have  waived 
any  objections  to  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings,  and  cannot  thereafter  ob- 
ject that  the  proceedings  should  have 
C4>nformed  to  the  provisions  of  the  Re- 
vined  Sraruies  as  amended.  {Fiiker 
agt.  Eephurn,  48  N.  Y.,  41.) 


WARRANTY. 

1.  Where  an  auctioneer  state^  at  the 
time  of  Wile,  *'hei-e  are  25  barrels  of 
blue  vitriol,  sound  and  iu  good  order," 
it  is  a  warranty  to  the  purchaser  that 
the  article  is  sound  nnd  in  good  order, 
and  that  it  is  bine  vltrioL  { ffawiim  agt. 
Pembertoiit  anU^  102.) 

2.  Aud  it  is  error  for  the  court  below  on 
the  trial  to  withhold  this  evidence  of 
warranty  from  the  jnr)r,  when  prop- 
erly requested  to  suDmit  it  to  tnem. 
ilcL) 

3.  Where  the  principal,  and,  in  fact,  the 
only  quesiions  submitted  to  the  jurv, 
were  whether  the  cloth    sold  by  the 

Elaintiffs  to  the  defendants  was  sold 
y  sample  with  a  WHrranty.  and 
whether  it  corresponded  witii  the 
sample,  the  decision  of  the  jurv  there- 
on cannot  l>e  disturbed.  {Stone  agt 
Browning,  aate,  131.^ 

4.  It  is  only  where  an  article  is  contract 
ed  for  to  be  applied  to  a  particular  pur- 
pose, and  in  such  manner  that  the 
buyer  necessarily  trusu  to  the  judg- 
ment or  skill  of  the  manufacturer  or 
dealer,  and  not  to  his  own,  that  there 
is  an  implied  warranty  that  it  shall  be 
reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  to  which 
it  is  to  be  applied.  ( The  CAarfoUe,  Ool, 
umbia  A  Avg^ta  B,B,  Oo,.  agt.  Jetuih 
aiUs,447.)  °  ^ 

5.  An  agreement,  by  the  defendant,  to 
make  and  fiuish,  ^or  the  plaintiff,  **  in 
a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  and 
erect  iu  the  J.  cemetery,  a  granite 
monument,  to  be  made  from  good 
Qnincy  granite,  and  to  be  of  as  good 
quality  of  granite  as  the  monument  of 
S.  C,  now  standing  iu  said  cemetery,*' 
is  an  agreement  not  only  as  to  the 
model  or  sample,  as  to  form  and  size, 
but  also  as  to  the  quality  of  the  grarUte; 
and  is  a  warranty,  as  to  those  particu- 
lars. (  Wells  agu  Selwood,  61  Bai-b., 
238.) 
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6.  In  a  caae  of  warranty,  the  purchaser 
18  not  boand,  aa  a  mau«r  of  law,  to 
retam  the  goods,  or  to  notify  the 
vendor  of  the  d«fee4«.    {Id.) 

7.  In  no  case,  where  there  is  a  simple 
warranty,  has  the  vendee  any  right  lo 
return  tne  goods;  except  when  the 
right  10  reserved,  in  the  contract.  (Id.) 

8.  In  ease  of  a  breach  of  warranty,  the 
buyer  may  bring  nis  action  at  cmce, 
fonnding  u  npnn  snch  breach,  without 
returning  the  goods ;  bnt  his  continued 
possession  of  the  goods,  and  tbeir 
actual  value,  will  be  considered,  in 
estimating  the  damagee.    (Id.) 

9.  Where  th«  sale  is  of  a  specific  article 
in  possession  of  the  vendor,  the  repre- 
sentation may  amount  to  a  warranty  ; 
but  if  it  it  merelv  to  sell  a  quantity  of 
any  goods  which  are  to  be  sound  in 
<|uality,  the  remedy  of  the  purchaser 
is  to  refhse  lo  accept  on  delivery,  or, 
if  he  discovers  the  defect  afterwards, 
to  rescind  the  contract  and  return  the 
good^     {Lawtoti  agu  Keil,  61  Barh.^ 

10.  Where  the  vendor  of  com  had  not 
the  corn  in  lti<  possession;  bnt  had 
purchased  it  fmm  some  other  person 
as  sound  com,  and  he  so  stated  to  the 
purchaser,  adding^  that  he  would  sell 
It  as  such ; 

JTsVf,  that  this  was  nothing  more  than  a 
mere  representation,  and  was  not  a 
warranty.     (Id.) 

11.  That  the  purchaser,  on  discovering 
that  the  com  was  damaged,  could  have 
refhsed  acoepunce ;  or,  if  he  had  no 
opportunity  to  examine  it.  before  ship- 
ment, 0(>nl<l  have  notified  the  party, 
before  sale,  and  thereby  protected  him- 
self from  loss.    {Id,\  ' 

See  AORBEMENT.     (€f  Barb.) 
Damaobs.    (Id.) 


WATER  AND  WATERCOURSE. 

<S^  Spsncet.    (^61  Barb  ) 
EVIDBMOB.     (Id.) 

WILLS. 

1.  In  eonstmcting  wills,  the  law  favors 
a  cOBstmctiou  that  will  not  tend  to  the 
disinheriting  of  heirs,  unless  the  in- 
tention to  do  so  is  clearly  expressed. 
That  meaning  is  te  be  preferred  which 
inclines  to  the  side  of  the  inheritance 
of  the  children  of  a  deceased  child. 
(8€oa  agt.  Ouemte^,  48  If.  K,  106.) 

3.  The  will  of  S  ,  after  a  devise  of  cer- 


tain premises  to  his  daughter,  P.  G., 
duiiuK  her  life,  contained  the  follow- 
ing clause:  **Then  to  be  divided 
amongst  her  now  surviving  children, 
or  any  of  them  that  nuiy  1^  alive  at 
her  decease,  or  the  heirs  of  atiy  that 
may  be  dead  at  the  time  of  execuiiug 
this  my  last  will.'' 

Httdy  thKt  the  time  referred  to  was  the 
time  the  will  takes  effect,  by  vesting 
the  estate  in  possession  upon  the  death 
of  P.  Q. ;  that  the  word  "  heirs  "  wh» 
nrad  ill  the  sense  of  children,  and  that 
the  intent  of  tlie  testator  was  that  the 
children  of  P.  Q.  slionld  take,  if  living 
at  her  decease,  or  if  any  were  theu 
dead,  leaving  children  surviving,  that 
*tl)e  children  should  take  in  pluce  of 
the  parent.    (Id.) 

See  Magaw agt. Field  (Mem).  (48 N.  T., 

3.  The  proponent  of  the  will  of  an  aged 
man,  for  probate,  is  not  required  to 
prove  Uiat  the  testator's  meiiteU  facul- 
ties were  those  of  a  man  in  middle 
lite,  and  of  unimpaired  physical  pow* 
ers.  It  is  enough  that  he  had  suffi- 
cient mental^  capacity  to  fully  compre- 
hend the  claims  of  his  several  chilareik 
on  bis  bounty,  and  to  understand  how 
to  adjust  and  satiitfy  those  claims. 
(BeyiuUds  agt.  Boot,  ^  Barb.,  250.) 

4.  To  do  this,  the  testator  must  know 
wAo  have  claims  upon  him.  and  the 
measure  of  those  claims.  To  do  this, 
he  must  understand  fully  what  he  has 
done,  if  anything,  for  each  or  either, 
and  the  peculiar  claims  of  anv  upon 
his  justice  or  generosity.    (Id.f 

5.  Failure  of  memory  being  a  natural  at- 
tendant upon  a>re,  will  not  incapHci- 
tate  an  aiffd  person  from  making  a 
will.    (Id.) 

6.  Wheie  a  subscribing  witneivs  to  the 
execution  of  a  will  lestifieil  that  she 
saw  the  decewsed  sign  his  name  at 
the  end  of  the  pafter;  that  he  said 
be  wanted  her  to  sign  her  name  to 
aj  paper  and  she  did  so;  bnt  did  not 
hear  nim  say  that  it  was  his  last  will 
and  testament';  that  she  signed  it  in 
bis  presence ;  Held  that  this  testixnony 
did  not  show  that  the  stature  bad  been 
complied  with ;  but  on  the  contrary, 
that  the  most  important  requirements 
were  entirely  disregarded*  {Trutteet 
of  the  Atif'Ut'n,  TkeoUgical  Seminaiy 
agt.  Calkow^  G2  Barb.,  381.) 

7.  A  witness  testified  that  she  heard  a 
third  nerson  (S)  sa;^,  at  the  time  the 
testator  signed  the  instrument,  that  it 
was  the  testator's  last  will  and  teeta- 
ment ;  whereupon  ihe  testator  signed 
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if,  after  saying  to  the  wilness  **  we 
wiiiit  you  Ni  Hign  this.'*  or,  that  he 
WHiiteii  her**  to  fliffn  her  nnme  to  h 
imiMsr,**  but  not  cHllins:  it  hitf  will. 
Thttt  it  WH8  doubtful  if  the  testaior 
hrnrd  the  remnrk  of  S  thnt  the  paper 
WHS  the  TtfstHtor's  will,  owiii^  to  deaf* 
iiess.  There  was  no  other  poblicatiou 
of  the  willf  or  request  to  the  witness, 
than  the  ai>o%'e.  Beld  that  this  testi- 
mony fell  very  far  short  of  establishing 
a  legal  execution  of  the  will.     {IcL) 

6.  If  all  the  statute  foimalities  are  proved 
by  one  of  the  subscribifig  witne.'-ses  to 
a  will,  to  have  been  complied  with, 
the  will  may  be  admitted  to  probate 
although  the  other  ^abdc^ibing  witness 
fails  to  remember  th-^t  Huch  formali- 
tied  were  observed.    {Id.) 

B,  But  before  this  principle  can  applj, 
the  surrogate  must  be  saiirffied  that 
the  witness  prf)fe8sing  to  remember 
that  the  necesi*ary  formalities  were 
observed^  is  truthful,  and  is  telling  the 
transaction  precisely  as  it  happened. 
If  the  witness  undertakes  to  swear  to 
the  matters  which  the  other  witness 
swears  never  occurred,  it  is  for  the 
ienrrogate  to  say  which  he  will  believe. 
{Id.) 

HO,  AllhoniBrh  the  proposition  that  while 
a  man's  intellect  may  not  be  so  weak 
as  to  render  him  incapable  of  making 
a  will,  yet  it  may  be  in  that  feeble 
stare  that  he  readily  and  easily  be- 
comes the  victim  of  the  imnroper  in- 
fluences of  such  unprincipled  and  de- 
•signing  persons  as  see  lit  to  practice 
•on  him,  is  doubtless  correct,  yet  mere 
weakness  of  intellect  dofS  not  prove 
'Undue  influence.  There  must  be  some 
•evidence  of  the  influence,  and  of  its 
improper  exercise,  to  justify  the  rejec- 
tion of  a  will  on  rlmr  ground.  {Re^- 
nvld*  agt.  Boot,  62  Barb.,  250.) 

21.  Pirect  evidence  of  undue  influence 
in  not  ne<'essary.  It  may  be.  and  most 
frequently  is,  a  leiririinate  inference 
from  other  facts  and  circumutauces  in 
the  case.     III. ) 

42.  The  unnatural  exclusion,  by  a  testa- 
tor, of  his  onlv  daughter,  with  whom 
he  s«>ems  to  have  had  no  difficulty, 
to  whom  he  had  never  given  more 
than  A  very  trifling  pittance,  and  who 
was  in  need  of  aid  from  him,  from  a 
just  and  equal  share  of  his  eiitate.  is  a 
strong  circumstai  veto  show  either 
mental  incapacity,  or  undue  influence. 
{Id.) 

t3.  Where  the  oircnautfances  under 
which  a  will  was  executed,  and  the 
«onditiou,  meutal  and  physical,  and  his 


situation  in  the  family  of  the  princi- 
pal lejj^tee,  at  the  time,  were  such  as 
to  excite  snspioion  of  undue  influence ; 
Held  tliat  before  a  will  executed  un- 
der these  circamstanceSf  which  gave, 
substantially,  all  the  property  to  one 
of  several  children,  was  admitted  to 
probate,  it  was  due  to  those  cut  oft 
that  the  case  should  be  thoroughly 
examined ;  and  that  a  ease  was  there- 
fore presented  which  should  be  pre- 
sented to  a  jury,  anon  issues  framed 
for  that  purpose.    (li^) 

14.  Where  a  will  was  attended  by  the 
suspicious  circumstances  that  it*  was 
made  about  the  time  the  testator  re- 
oeived  his  bounty  money  as  an  en- 
listed soldier;  that  the  execptor  tu 
the  will  was  his  guhrdian,  and  re- 
ceived suuh  money ;  that  the  will 
w>is  drawn  in  the'office  of  the  guar- 
dian, who  was  an  attorney,  by  the 
clerk  of  tbe  attorney ;  tliat  his  guar- 
dian WHS  a  legatee  in  the  will;  and 
that  by  its  revocation  the  estate  would 
go  to  the  testator's  next  of  ki|i ;  ffeld 
that  probate  of  the  will  was  t>roperly 
revoked  bv  ilie  surrotrate.  I  Matter  of 
Paige,  62  ^ar6.,  476.) 

See  Evif>RycB.    (62  Barb.) 
Witness.    {(Id.) 

WITNESS. 

1.  A  partner  who  has  assigned  all  his 
interest  in  the  copartnership  to  a  co- 
partner, is  not  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  such  an  agreement,  in  an  action 
brought  by  the  executors  of  a  de- 
ceased partner,  against  the  assignee, 
for  an  accounting,  and  to  wind  an  tbe 
affairs  of  the  copartnership.  ,  {ijyim 
agt.  Snyder,  61  Barb.,  172.) 

2.  Section  399  of  the  Code,  which  ex- 
cludes every  person  through  whom  a 
party  to  an  action  derives  '*any  in- 
terest, or  title,  by  assignment,  or  other- 
wise, **  from  being  a  witness  against 
the  executors  of  a  deceased  person,  in 
regard  to  atiy  personal  transaction,  or 
cummuuicatiun,  between  such  wituess 
and  the  deceased,  must  be  eoufltraed  to 
mean  any  interest,  or  title  in,  or  to,  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action.  The 
assignor  of  any  nuch  title,  or  interest, 
is  excluded  fi-om  examination  in  the 
action.    {Id.) 

3.  The  prohibition  is  not  limited  to  an 
exatninaUon  in  respect  to  those  matters 
pertaining  to  the  parts  of  the  action 
assigned,  but  extends  to  the  entire 
action.     {Id.) 

4.  lu  an  aotionttby^  an  executrix,  npon  a 
promissory  note  made  by  one  oi  tho 
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defendanU  and  indorged  to  the  intettate 
by  the  otbfra,  the  maker  w  an  iticoni- 
petenl  witness  as  between  the  defend' 
and  the  plain  i iff,  lo  prove  tliat  the 
note,  at  the  time  it  was  made,  was 
infected  with  usnry;  or  that  the  time 
of  payment  had  been  extended  by  an 
agreement  between  the  testator,  in  his 
lifetime,  and  the  witness,  withont  tlie 
consent  of  the  indorsers.  {OeMt  agt. 
Lawifer,  61  Barb.,  211.) 

• 

5.  And  it  mak^s  no  difference  that  the 
action  was  commenced  by  the  testaiur 
in  his  lifetime,  nud  at  tiie  lime  of  the 
trial  was  continued  in  the  uume  of  Lis 
executrix.    (Id.J 

6.  Where  an  action  is  commenced  nnon 
a  promissory  note«  against  the  maicer 
and  indorsers,  by  the  service,  upon  all, 
of  a  sommons  in  whicbrall  are  named, 
the  maker  is  clearly  a  party  to  the 
action.  The  fact  that  he  does  not  ap- 
pear, nor  pat  in  an  answer,  bnt  suf- 
fers defanit,  does  not  operate  to  sever 
the  action,  or  to  disconiinne  it  as  to 
him.  And  bein^r  a  party,  he  is  an  in- 
competent witness  against  the  plaintiff 
suing  as  executrix,  in  respect  to  trans- 
actions betwelfn  him  and  the  testator. 
(Id.) 

7.  Nor  will  a  release,  executed  by  the 
indorsers.  to  the  maker,  of  his  liability 
to  them  upon  the  note,  affect  the  ques- 
tion of  his  cora|>eteucv  as  a  witness 
against  the  plaintiff.  iThe  defendanu 
cannot,  by  any  act  of  their  own, 
change  the  statute,  or  take  awav  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  under  it.  {Id,) 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  an  heir, 
against  the  other  heirs,  and  the  ex- 
ecutors of  the  testator,  for  a  distribution 
of  the  personal  estate  and  a  partition 
of  the  real  est;«te,  of  the  testator,  thn 
defendants  offered  to  prove  by  one  of 
the  heirs  who  was  a  defetidant,  tlti^ 
he  overlieard  a  conversation,  one  new- 
year's  day,  in  which  the  testator  said 
to  a  third  person,  "  I  have  this  mom* 
in;^  made  each  of  my  sons  a  present  of 
a  house  and  lot,  as  a  new-year's  pres- 
ent.** The  offer  was  rejected,  on  the 
ground  that  the  witness  whs  iiicom|>e- 
tent  to  prove  the  declarations  of  the 
deoeasea. 

Held,  that  the  witness  was  competent  to 
testify  to  what  the  defendants  offered 
to  prove  by  him ;  for  the  reason  that 
the  offer  was  not  to  have  him  testify 
*  in  regfird  io  any  personal  transact ioii 
or  eommunication  between  such  wit- 
ness." and  the  deceased,  within  the 
prohibition  of  the  Code.  {^  :)9Si,) 
\8an/ordMgt,  Sanford,  61  j?a)^.,293.) 


9.  But,  that  the  evidence  offered  waff 
hearsay,  and  it  would  not,  if  it  had 
been  received,  have  tended  to  establish 
that  the  houses  and  lots  were  not  ad- 
vancements.    (Id.) 

10.  That  they  were  advancements,  though 
they  were  presents  or  gifts:  and  hence 
the  ruling  of  the  referee,  if  incorrect, 
WHS  immaterial,  and  did  no  harm  lo  the 
defendants.    {Id,) 

11.  After  a  letter,  written  by  a  witness^ 
in  which  an  admiHsion  was  made,  had 
been  prov^  by  the  witness,  on  his 
direct  examinaiion  by  the  plaintlff's^ 
counsel,  and  matters  touching  the 
letter  had  been  proved  by  uuch  coun- 
sel which  it  wouJd  have  been  difficult, 
if  not  impottsible,  to  prove  by  any  other 

.  witn< 


Held^  that  having  proved  such  admfssinni 
bv  the  witness,  the  latter  had  the 
right,  (being  a  defendant  in  the  action,)* 
to  exniain,  on  his  cross-examination, 
the  aamission,  though  it  was  in  writ- 
ing, and  to  enrir«fly  do  away  with  its 
effect  against  him.    ild) 

Set  iNjBNTioiT.    (61  Bavb.) 

12.  It  was  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, by  the  act  of  1860  amending  sec- 
tion 399  of  the  Code,  to  make  hnsbatid 
and  wife  C(»m|ietent  witnesses,  the  one- 
for  or  againi*t  the  other,  in  all  cases 
where  they  were  parties  to  the  action. 
{Maituon,  agt.  Tht  New  York  Cenhat 
RaUroad  Co,,  6-i  Barb,,  364.) 

J 3.  Upon  an  application  to  the  surrogate, 
to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will,  ou  the 
ground  of  the  incapacity  of  the  testa- 
tor by  reason  of  his  being  under  the 
age  of  18  when  the  will  was  executed,, 
the  mother  of  tlie  testator  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  to  prove  the  time  of  nis 
birth.  {Matter  of  Paige,  62  Barb,, 
476.) 

14.  When  it  appears,  npon  a  trial,  that  a 
witness  then  examined  has  sworn  dif- 
ferently upon  the  same  point,  on  a 
former'  occasion,  he  is  not  to  be  pro- 
nounced by  the  judge  to  be  iucompo- 
tent  and  his  testimony  excluded  from* 
con*»ideraiion  by  the  jiiry ;  but  his  tes- 
timony should  be  submitted  to  tiie- 
Jury,  tb  be  considered  by  (hem,  in  con- 
nection with  the  tither  eviiience,  ander 
prof>er  instructions.  ( Warren  agt. 
HaighU  62  Barb,,  490.) 

15.  The  decision  to  the  contrarv  in  Dan^ 
lop  agt.  Patterson,  (5  CoweA,iAZ,)  ques* 
tioned.  and  declared  to  be  at  best,  am* 
biifuous:  and,  although  qualified  hy 
The  People  ajrt.  Evans,  (40  N,  F..  S, 
6,)  the  authority  of  the  latter  case  ktUt 
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to  have  been  enlirelv  deBtroyed  hv  the 
CHse  of  Dttnti  turn  iTie  People^  (^  If. 
r,  526,  528.)    {Id.) 

16.  It  18  a  rnle  that  a  witness  is  eompe- 
tent  until  a  Jndgment  for  feKony  is  m- 
trodaced  affainst  him ;  and  that  the 
qnestion  i^i  credibility  ie  entirely  for 

"  tile  jury,  nnder  proper  instruotious  fh>m 
the  court.    {Id.) 

17.  A  witness  testified  to  statements  made 
by  the  defendant  tending  to  support 
the  plaintiffii'  claim,  and,  upon  cross- 
examination,  that  he  had  not  informed 
the  plaintiffs*  attorney  of  the  state- 
ments; Hetdy  that  it  was  competent, 
on  reniirect  examination*  to  call  bis 
attention  to  a  particular  time  and  place 
and  persons  then  present,  for  the  pur- 
ix>se  of  allowing  him  to  correct  histes- 
timonv  in  regard  to  his  not  informing 
the  plHintiflTs'  attorney.  {Oilbtrt  agt 
JSagCy  5  Latuing,  281.)  i 


18.  Where  an  attempt  was  made  to  im« 
peach  the  testimony  of  a  witness  for 
the  plaintiffs ;  ffela,  that  it  was  com- 
petent to  inquire  of  the  witness  whether 
ne  had  not  been  on  friendly  terms  with 
the  plaintiffs.    {Id.) 

19.  To  laj  a  foundation  for  his  impeach- 
ment. It  is  competent  to  inquire  of  him 
whether  he  has  not  made  statements 
inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  and  to 
show,  by  other  witnesses,  that  he  has 
made  suioh  statements.    {Id.) 

'20.  A  prisoner  is  a  competent  witness  on 
his  own  behalf,  nnder  chapter  678  of 
the  laws  of  1869,  even  although  he  has 
been  sentenced  upon  a  conviction  for 
felony,  and  is  unpardoned.  {Delanuk- 
UragLThe  PeopU,  5  Lantin^,  332.) 

8t€  Cakal  Contractor.    (5  Lanting.) 
Criminal  Law.    {Id.) 
£V1D£MCB.     {Id.) 
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ment       7 

BROKER.      ^ 

Who  procures  a  purchaser — ^the  law 
will  presume  such  puhihaser  to  be 
solvent 168 
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CALENDAR  PKACTICE. 

Defaalt  in  not  refttoring  caoae  to 
general  term  calendar,  dec 152 

CHAMBEHLAIN  OP  THE  CITY  OP 

K.  y. 

Comptroller  of  the  chj  no  power  to 
appoint  a  deputy  chamberlain ....  308 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

Once  reftled  safBeient 209 

CLALM  AND  DELIVERY. 

Too  late  to  raise  the  qnestlon  of  de- 
'maud  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.  209 

CLOUD  UPON  TITLE. 

An  action  in  eqnity  will  be  sastalned 
lo  prevent,  as  well  as  to  remove, 
one • 334 

COMMISSION. 

Cannot  issne  to  examine  a  foreign 
wuness,  after  trial  aud  jndguie'ui 
in  the  antion 452 

COMMISSIONERS  OP  HIGHWAYS. 

Their  duties  and  iiabiliiies  in  the  re* 
pair  of  town  bridges 1 

Taming  snrfaoe  wateie  in  a  highway 
mast  be  done  witboat  iujarj  to 
adjoining  owners 30 

COMMON  CARRIER. 

An  action  for  failmg  to  deliver  goods 
cannot  be  snstahied  without  plain- 
titr  is  owner,  or  has  »  special  in- 
terest therein... 176 

COMMON  SCHOOLS. 

A  teacher  legal Ij  appointed,  not  en- 
titled to  a  mandamus  to  compel 
payment  of  salary 322 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

An  act  of  this  stale,  passed  in  1862, 

f»roviding  that  the  governor  may, 
n  his  discretion,  deliver  to  a  for- 
eign government  a  person  charged 
here  with  crime,  is  uuconsiitutional 
and  void 171 

CONTINUING  GUARAN'iX 

When  a  letter  of  credit  limiting  the 


writer;  security  for  a  certain 
amount  of  goods  to  be  sold  to  the 
bearer,  considered  a  contiuning 
guarauty.... 91 

COST& 

On  certwrari  upon  affirmance  of 
Judgment  of  the  court  below 26 

Not  allowed  on  an  appeal  toahe 
supreme  court  from  an  order  made 
and  decided  in  the  county  court 
npon  a  case  and  exceptions  in  thai 
court — the  cause  originating  in  a 
instice's  court — nor  can  interest  be 
allowed  on  the  justice's  judgment    56 

When  successful  party  not  entitled 
to  costs,  in  county  court,  on  appeal  149 

Trial  fees  for  first  and  second  trials  al- 
lowed,  ^c 390 

On  substitution  of  attorneys 411 

When  settlement  of  the  action  by 
the  parties  does  not  deprive  the 
the  attorney  of  his  costs . ; 493 

COUNTY  COURTa 

In  what  cases  retrials  may  be  had, 
bixiught  therein  on  appeal 2B& 

COUNTY  JUDGE. 

Ha0  power  to  continue  an  ex  parte 
injunction  issued  by  himself. 161 

COURT  OP  SPECIAL  SESSIONS. 

City  of  New  York,  act  of  1870. 
authorizing  that  court  to  be  held 
by  less  than  two  police  iustioea,  is 
unconsiiiuiioual  and  void 375 

D. 

DEMURRAGE 

When  damages  in  the  nature  of  de- 
mnrmge  umv  be  allowed,  detention 
of  Teasel,  wc 433 

DOWEa 

Adnltery  does  not  bar  the  wife*s  right 
to  dower,  where  the  adultery 
stands  condoned 300 

E. 

EVIDENCE. 

When  letters  written  by  plHintiffd  to 
defendant — »  teievriipn  comfiuny 
detailing  their  claim  fur  chtmages^ 
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which  are  retained  bj  the  defend • 
ant,  bat  never  answered — ^are  not 
admissible  as  evidence  on  the  trial 
on  the  pi^t  of  the  plaintiffs. .....    69 

Of  warranty  bj  an  auctioneer,  when 
furoper  to  ne  sabmitted  to  the  jary  102 

Upon  a  sale  of  property  bv  a  sheriff, 
as  against  craditors,  wnat  consid- 
ered  proper  and  also  not  proper  to 
be  snbmitied  to  the  jury 122 

When  evidence  of  a  sale  of  goods  by 
sample  sobmitted  to  the  jnry  is  con- 
dasive 131 

Confliciing,  passed  npon  by  a  jnry, 
will  Loi  Oe  disturbed  on  appeal..  476 

EXAMINATION. 

Of  a  party  under  ^  391  of  the  Code 
how  and  when  should  be  made..  498 

EXCEPTIONS. 

When  defendant  precluded  from 
aiding  questions  of  evidence  sub- 
mitted to  the  jnry  by  him  without 
objection 198 

EXPRESS  COMPANY. , 

When  not  liable  for  the  lof  s  of  goods, 
carried  under  a  special  contract 
made  with  the  shipper 325 


G. 

GIFT. 

By  the  husband  to  the  wife  of  monev, 
when  void  as  to  the  husband's 
creditors 381 

H. 

HABEAS  CORPUa 

To  which  f>arent  the  custody  of  the 
infant  children,  under  the  circum- 
stances, will  be  awarded 14 


1. 


INDICTMENT. 

Against  a  public  officer  when  insuffi- 
cient for  stating  particular  facts 
which  would  make  the  charge,  as 
allied,  illegAl  and  unjust — what 
is  a  necessary  caption  to  an  indict* 
ment 
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INSANITY.  . 

No  presumption  of  law  of  that  a 
person  committing  suicide  was 
then  insane 481 

INSURANCE 

Where  a  policy  prohibits  a  transfer 
of  the  property,  without  notice  to 
the  eompauy,  dec.,  and  the  true 
construction  of  the  policy  is  that 
the  property  is  insured  as  a  trust 
fund  for  the  estate,  whieh  had  not 
been  transferred  the  policy  was 
not  void  though  the  building  was 
transferred 40 

When  a  premium  note  given  by  a 
general  agent  void  for  want  of 
authority  in  the  agent 38S 

INSURANCE,  MARINE. 

How  action  to  recover  a  loss  may  be 
brought — what  rioks  may  be  taken 
and  assumed,  dLc 351 


J. 

JUSTICES  OP  DISTRICT  COURTS, 
N.  Y.  CITY. 


Liability  of  the  citv  for  the  pavment 
of  their  salaries 'fixed  at  $lCf,000  a 


year. 
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MANDAMUS. 

When  will  issue  to  compel  payment 
for  advertitfiug 201 

MECHANICS  LIEN. 

Construction  and  effect  of  the  act  of 
March  27, 1871 18» 

MORTQAQE  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 

When  no  personal  liability  of  the 
mortgagor  created  faiy  it 36^ 

MOTION. 

When  prematurely  made— the   re- 
feree's report  on  a  question  of  fact, 
'    not  having  been  filed 42^ 

Court  has  power  to  determine  a  con- 
troverteu  question  of  fact,  arising 
on  a  motion  to  be  ascertained  by  a 
reference 429 
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N. 

NEGUOENCE. 

I 

Cansing  dHmage,  when  co-operative, 
but  a  quest  iuu  of  law 155 

NEW  MATTER. 

What  constitotet  it — when  must  be 
specially  pleaded 198 

NEWSPAPER. 

Advertising  for  city  nf  New  Tork. 
when  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel 
payment 201 

NEW  TRIAL. 

On  jnd^e's  minutes,  no  costs  as  for  a 
motion  cau  be  allowed 234 

On  the  (TTOund  of  newly  discovered 
evidence,  when  motion  for  will  be 
denied 449 


0. 

OPFENSrVE  WORDS  IN  DEBATE 

Ifanner  of  proceeding  to  expel  a 
member  for  using  them 468 

ORDER. 

Granted  on  terms  after  default,  giv- 
ing leave  to  defendant  lo  make  and 
serve  a  case,  is  not  appealable....  379 


P. 


PARTNERS. 

Profits  and  losses,  how  ascertained 
on  dissolution  of  the  firm 392 

PARTY. 

Examination  of,  under  $  391  of  the 
Code — its  object,  manner  of  con- 
ducting it,  dec 398 

PERSONAL  INJURIES  AND 
DEATH. 

Besnltfng  fh>m  the  falling  of  a  pier, 
when  the  evidence  inadequate  to 
support  a  verdict  of  the  jury  tor 
the  plaintiff. 139 


POSSESSION. 

Without  right,  after  a  life  estate,  no 
notice  to  quit  is  necessary 2u2 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

Obtained  by  deception  and  fraud  from 
the  malcer,  is  void,  even  in  the 
hands  ot  an  innocent  holder  pur- 
chased before  maturity  for  value..  364 

PUBLICATION  OP  PICTURED 

Bv  plaintiff,  gives  defendant  a  right 
to  reproduce  them 179 


K 

RAILROADS. 

When  a  contract  made  by  the  execu- 
tive committee  of  a  city  railroad 
with  a  superintendent  for  his  em- 
ployment as  such  superinteU'' 
dent,  not  binding  on  the  company 
when  his  removal  by  the  board  oi 
directors  proper 281 

When  liable  to  a  passenger,  who  has 
paid  tull  fare  to  exemplary  dam- 
ages in  comp«illing  him,  per  force, 
to  leave  the  car 294 

REAL  ESTATE   BROKER'S   COM- 
MISSIONS. 

If  submitted  to  the  jury  trom  the  evi- 
dence, wUiether  the  broker  can  take 
commissione  froni  both  sides,  and 
DO  exceptions  taken,  the  finding 
of  the  jury  will  be  conclusive 
thereon lo 

RECEIVER. 

In  snpplementary  proceedings,  when 
becomes  vested  with  all  uie  debt- 
or's properly 226 

REFEREE. 

Cannot  disregard  nndispnted  evi- 
dence, when  exception  to  his  rul- 
ing raises  a  quesiioa  of  law 472 

REFEREES. 

When  a  report  will  be  set  aside  for 
.   irregularity,  judgment  vacated  and 
order  of  reference  discharged....  357 

REVIVAL. 
When  order  of,  and  execution  <mi 
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which  real  estate  is  sold  ia  void- 
•able,  but  uot  void 258 

When  Anthorized  in  an  nctionof  tres- 

Sass,  after  death  of  one  of  several 
efendants 260 

s. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

Who  cannot  be  joiijed  as  co-defen- 
dams  in  au  action  to  revive,  ^c.    60 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

To  convey  real  estate  pnrsnant  to  a 
written  coutracty  when  the  contract 
not  fulfilled  by  the  seller,  and  his 
action  defeated 80 

STAKEHOLDER. 

An  action  to  recover  a  wager  cannot 
be  sustained,  if  there  is  no  suffici- 
ent contract  of  wager 20o 

STARE  DECISIS. 

Genera]  term  decision  must  be  fol- 
lowed by  circuit  jadge  in  that  de- 
partment  476 

STATUTE  OP  FRAUDS. 

When  a  contract  of  sale  of  goods  is 
void  by  the  statute. 131 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONa 

Mav  be  set  np  by  defendant  where 
his  answer  must  be  amended  to  al* 
lowit 317 

SUPERVISORS. 

When  liable  to  their  attorney  for  his 
costs,  OM  substituting  another  at- 
torney for  tlie  board 411 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED* 
INGS. 

Transfer  ot  property  in  violation  oi 


creditor's  lien  to  protectTattomev's 
lien :..  421 

SURETY. 

When  ench  most  justify— one  alone 
iusufficieut 332 


T. 

TOWN  BONDa 

For  railroad  purposes,  when  officers 
will  be  prevented  from  issuing 
them  by  lujuDction  peiuUnte  lite.m    95 

u. 

UNDERTAKING. 

When  required  on  appeal — when  dis- 
approved, motion  lor  leave  to  file 
a  new  one  proper ••«  446 

WAIVER. 

Of  irregularity,  in  not  app^ointing  a 
guardian  ad'lUem  for  au  infant  de- 
fendant...   423 

WARRANTY. 

When  aft  auctioneer's  statement  at  the 
commencement  of  a  sale  is  a  war- 
ranty of  the  sonndness  and  also  of 
the  Kind  of  property  offered....  102. 

As  to  an  article  of  personal  property, 
when  an  implied  warranty  arises.  447 

WILL. 

Proper  parties  on  settlement  of  the 
accounts  of  the  execators,  where 
the  whole  estate  is  given  to  the 
wife,  who  has  since  died  and  her 
execntor  act  under  her  will.....*    18 
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